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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 
The The Spiritual Leadership Qualities Inventory 
(SLQI) is a self-report measure of the qualifications 
for elders and deasons given in I Timothy 3 and Titus 
1. This study examined the construct validity of the 
SLQI by means of correlations with measures of 
religiosity and personality inventories, and by factor 
analysis at the subscale level for 90 male, 
evangelical, Christian seminary students in the 
Southwest. 
A one-way analysis of variance on sample groups 
(two random and one nonrandomly selected) produced 
evidence of a very homogenous sample and no evidence of 
sampling bais. Correlations to the Spiritual Well-
Being scale, the Religious Orientation scale, the 
Interpersonal Behavior Survey, and the Minnesota 
Multiphasic Personality Inventory were accurately 
predicted at a marginal level. Principle components 
factor analysis rotated to a Verimax solution produced 
a five-factor explanation of the SLQI that was 
intuitively feasible. However, a large percentage of 
the total variance of the SLQI was attributed to one 
factor. A confirmatory factor analysis using the 
multiple groups technique suggests that a two factor 
iv 
explanation (a large "general" and a smaller "specific" 
factcr (s)) best explains the structure of the SLQI. 
The SLQI needs considerable further development in 
order to reliably and accurately quantify the 
constructs it measures. At this stage of development, 
the SLQI should be limited to research designed to 
improve its psychometric qualities. Based on these 
findings and the paucity of present validity studies 
for this instrument, it is suggested that further 
development focus on a reexamination of the exegesis of 
the passages under consideration, item level analysis, 
and finally reliability and validity studies. Further 
research into using biblical constructs to develop 
measures of spiritual maturity and leadership is 
encouraged. 
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 
Construct Validity 
1 
The science of psychological testing by means of 
self-report inventories has become an accepted form of 
evaluation in spheres that range from the academic 
arena to the court system. Concomitantly, as the 
psychological assessment of personality constructs 
becomes more exact and thus more useful, seminaries, 
churches, and religious organizations are increasingly 
examining the possible uses of objective testing for 
specific beliefs and behaviors for their students, 
members, and employees. 
In particular, the evaluation and selection of 
leadership within the religious domains, as well as the 
identification and measurement of characteristics 
conducive to religious leadership development, are 
concerns which could be greatly enhanced through the 
development and employment of objective instruments. 
For example, church leaders (deacons, elders, pastors) 
are often selected on the basis of vaguely defined 
criteria such as reputation, prejudice, or social 
status. There is a clear need for churches which 
endorse biblical values to compliment the process of 
Construct Validity 
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leadership development and selection through objective 
means. Self-report inventories designed to quantify 
these values can increase the effectiveness of 
leadership development and selection. 
In a discussion concerning personality and 
leadership selection within evangelical Christianity, 
Kotesky (1980) notes 
Credentials can be positive or negative and 
include educational records, criminal records, 
mental health records, work records, test scores, 
awards, publications, and merit badges earned in 
Boy Scouts. Credentials are often the primary 
basis for judgement in our society and are 
becoming increasingly important in the church. 
Individuals must have a seminary degree from the 
"right" seminary. To get into that seminary, they 
had to have the right IQ scores, the r1ght 
personality scores on tests, and the right college 
credentials. To get the right college 
credentials, they had to have the right high 
school credentials, etc. Thus our church leaders 
are now chosen by a series of gatekeepers 
The Bible is quite specific about the 
qualifications of church leaders • • • We must ••• 
Construct Validity 
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develop •tests" to measure the God-like aspects of 
humans. We may even want to develop measures of 
spiritual maturity. (pp. 129-130) 
This study is an examination of the construct 
validity of one such instrument, the Spiritual 
Leadership Qualities Inventory (Wichern, 1980), for a 
sample of male evangelical seminary students. This 
chapter will review the pertinent literature, give the 
rationale and purpose of the study, and state the 
hypotheses and questions to be tested. 
Review of the Literature 
An understanding of the historical emphasis and 
de-emphasis of the psychology of religion during the 
past century by professional psychologists is essential 
in providing perspective to the present revival of 
interest in theoretical treatises and empirical 
investigations in this field. As a consequence of the 
growing attention afforded to the construct of 
religiosity by the sphere of psychological research, 
measures of religiosity, and in particular self-report 
inventories, have increasingly appeared in 
psychological literature. In order to provide this 
perspective, the literature will be reviewed in two 
Construct Validity 
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areas: (a) the history of psychology of religion and 
(b) the measurement of religiosity. 
Brief History of the Psychology of Religion 
Religion has been overtly and universally present 
throughout recorded history. Worldwide estimates 
indicate that over two billion people have religious 
commitments. For most of these people, religious 
commitment plays an important role in how they choose 
to live and experience life (Zimbardo, 1979). American 
society is no exception. The 1980-1981 Gallup survey 
Religion in America (1981) demonstrates that the 
general population places a substantial investment in 
religion: Ninety-three percent state a religious 
preference; 69% belong to a synagogue or church; 40% 
had attended a religious service within 7 days prior to 
being surveyed; 55% consider religion to be very 
important in their lives; and 31% consider their 
religious belief to be the most important element in 
their lives. Clearly, the element of religion in human 
behavior is a phenomenon that cannot be ignored. Even 
so, in recent decades psychology has at best watched 
from a distance and has at times been hostile towards 
religion. In contrast, early pioneers in the science 
Construct Validity 
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of human behavior attempted to study and empirically 
evaluate the religious variable. 
This early interest in the psychology of religion 
was not conceived in a philosophical vacuum. Before 
the advent of psychology, philosophy had been the 
gatekeeper of questions concerning belief and behavior. 
At the beginning of the present century, psychology, as 
a science of human behavior, made strong headway into 
the religious sphere, and "took upon itself the chore 
of objectively studying subjects that formerly belonged 
to philosophy" (Beit-Hallahmi, 1974, p. 86). It was 
the challenge of this positivistic approach, coupled 
with respect for religion as a human and social 
enterprise, that prodded the pioneers of the study of 
the psychology of religion to find no cause to avoid 
empirical investigation of this area (Schaub, 1924). 
As mentioned above, religion was a concern of 
psychology from the beginning of psychology's existence 
as a formal science (James, 1902; Leuba, 1926; 
Starbuck, 1899). The most notable pioneer of 
psychology to examine religious phenomena was the 
father of American psychology, William James. In his 
Varieties of Religious Experience (1902), James 
theorized that basic personality differences accounted 
Construct Validity 
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for different expressions of religiosity. 
Yet even before the attention afforded by James, 
books and journal articles addressing religious belief 
and behavior were co~mon occurrences on the American 
psychological scene. Principle mouthpieces for the 
movement were the American Journal of Psychology and 
later the Psychological Bulletin (Beit-Hallahmi, 1974). 
G. Stanley Hall founded the Journal of Reliqious 
Psychology in 1904 (Flakoll, 1977). 
In 1896, J. H. Leuba published one of the first 
empirical studies of religious conversion. Three years 
later, E. D. Starbuck published a book entitled the 
The Psychology of Religion (1899), a title which proved 
to be popular during the next 30 years (Coe, 1916; 
Cronback, 1933; Leuba, 1926; Pratt, 1908; Schaub, 
1926). 
However, the interest generated at the turn cf the 
century in the psychology of religion began to decay 
during the 1920's and 1930's. The most obvious 
barometer of the downturn of attention in this area was 
the lack of articles concerning the psychology of 
religion in the journals previously mentioned, 
particularly the Psychological Bulletin. 
Beit-Hallahmi (1974) notes that 
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Since 1904, though more particularly with the 
issue of June, 1909, the Psychological Bulletin 
had carried reviews of publications in the 
psychology of religion ••• The decline in this 
area was reflected in the fact that no reviews 
were published between the years 1928 and 1933. 
The last review (Cronbach, 1933) contained mostly 
material taken from German and French sources, 
showing the loss of interest in the area in the 
United States. (p. 97) 
Undergraduate college course offerings also reflected 
this increasing lack of interest in the psychology of 
religion. Out of 154 colleges surveyed in 1958, only 
24 offered psychology of religion courses, down 
significantly from the previous ten years (Henry, 
1958). 
Bergin (1983) characterizes the relationship 
between psychology and religion in the 1940's and 
1950's as one which reflected "lassitude and malaise". 
Further description of this dE~line has been outlined 
with more precision by others ~ho note that religion 
became a taboo topic (Douglas, 1966; Strunk, 1957). 
Two prominent theses advocated to explain that decline 
are: (a) the nonreligious orientation of social 
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scientists during that time and the difficulty of 
definition and (b) validation of religious constructs 
(Bergin, 1983; Douglas, 1966; Maloney, 1977; Strunk, 
1957). Indeed, as early as 1921 it was demonstrated 
that the scientific community, and especially 
psychologists, were less religious than most other 
vocational populations (Lueba, 1921, 1934; Stark, 
1963). 
Beit-Hallahmi (1974) notes that 
Since academic communities in general are less 
religious than most of the population, social 
scientists acquire the impression that religion is 
neutralized. This misconception may have 
contributed to the declining interest in religion. 
Scientists in the late 1930's might have felt that 
the long war between science and religion was won 
by science and there was not much left to study in 
religion. (p. 90) 
The second thesis offered by those who have studied 
the decline of the psychology of religion in the 1930's 
and 1940's is the difficulty of empirical validation of 
religious constructs (Douglas, 1966; Strunk, 1957, 
Warren, 1977). Despite the initial impetus provided by 
the empirical attempts of Hall, Starbuck, and Lueba at 
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Clark University, experimental studies of religiosity 
were soon few and far between (Flakoll, 1977). 
The diverse methodology of early investigation in 
the psychology of religion further reflects much of the 
frustration encountered by attempts to quantify a 
socially sensitive, and from a definitive standpoint, a 
"slippery" construct for independent manipulation. Hall 
(1904), Starbuck (1899), and Clark (1929) made extensive 
use of questionnaires. Interview techniques (Coe, 
1900), diaries (Kupky, 1928), biographical information 
(James, 1902), observation (Stolz, 1937), scales 
(Thurstone and Chave, 1928), surveys (Allport, 
Gillespie, and Young, 1948), and projective techniques 
(Nelson and Jones, 1957) are some of the methodologies 
that were employed in order to discover the critical 
elements of the religious variable. 
Perhaps the best avenue of judging the success of 
such methodologies in providing data for theoretical 
constructs or manipulation is the quality and quantity 
of empirical studies produced. When this criteria is 
applied, the results are at best disappointing. The 
absence of more advanced methods of analyzing data as 
well as reliable and valid measures of dependent 
variables contributed significantly to disinterest and 
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frustration among researchers in the sphere of the 
psychology of religion. 
Since the decline in the late 1920's noted by Beit-
Hallahmi (1974), there have been increasing attempts and 
some success in reviving the field of the empirical 
study of religion (Bergin, 1980a, 1980b). Carter and 
Narramore (1979) suggest that the drought of interest in 
the 1930's, 1940's, and early 1950's concerning this 
field ended at the 1959 American Psychological 
Association convention symposium entitled "The Role of 
the Concept of Sin in Psychotherapy". Malony (1977) 
suggests that the reintroduction of a symposium on 
religious psychology into the Fifteenth International 
Congress of Psychology in 1957 was the beginning of 
renewed interest into the subject. 
Whatever event or date one attaches to the renewed 
interest in the psychology of religion, it is clear that 
concern has been rekindled. Bergin (1983) asserts that 
the topic is far from being "dead" as Beit-Hallahrni 
(1974) once lamented. The appearance and growth of 
journals such as the Journal for the Scientific Study 
of Religion and Journal of Psychology and Theology, 
coupled with the appearance of graduate schools of 
psychology associated with seminaries and Christian 
Cons~ruct Validity 
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colleges, tangibly documents the present resurgence of 
academic interest in the psychology of religion. 
During the past 25 years, an extensive literature 
addressed to religiosity and its correlates in the areas 
of lifestyle, quality of life, social and political 
attitudes, nonclinical personality dimensions, and 
clinically related social behaviors such as addiction, 
crime, and sexual conduct has slowly developed. A 
National Institute of Mental Health bibliography on the 
subject of religiosity is now available (Summerlin, 
1980). 
The number of studies attempting to correlate 
elements of religiosity with psychopathology is 
illustrative of the renewed interest in the psychology 
of religion. Some theorists and clinicians continue to 
argue that religiosity is antithetical to emotional 
health (Ellis, 1980; Walls, 1980). Ellis (1980) states 
Religiosity is in many respects equivalent to 
irrational thinking and emotional disturbance 
The elegant therapeutic solution to emotional 
problems is to be quite unreligious ••• the less 
religious they are, the more emotionally healthy 
they will be. (p. 637) 
While Bergin (1983) forcefully argues that such an 
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assertion has not been empirically documented by 
investigations over the past 20 years, the argument in 
and of itself is not germane to this discussion. 
However, the rise of interest in religiosity by 
psychology in general can be demonstrated from a cursory 
examination of some of the studies specifically 
concerned with the variables of religiosity and 
psychopathology. 
Bohrnstedt, Borgatta, and Evans (1968), Broen 
(1955), Brown and Lowe (1951), Martin and Nichols 
(1962), Mayo, Puryear, and Richek (1969), and Williams 
and Cole (1968) attempted to demonstrate a significant 
relationship between religiosity and psychopathology 
using the MMPI as a measure of clinical pathology. The 
results of these studies are at best contridictory and 
unclear. 
Funk (1956), Heintzelman and Fehr (1976), Maranell 
(1974), Spellman, Baskett, and Byrne (1971), and Wilson 
and Miller (1968) evaluated the relationship between 
religiosity and maladjustment using the Manifest Anxiety 
Scale. 
Keene (1967) and Wilson and Kawamura (1967) found 
no evidence of a relationship between religious factors 
and neuroticism. Smith, Weigert, and Thomas (1979) in a 
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study of Catholic adolescents found a nonsignificant 
correlation between religiosity and self-esteem. Many 
other studies using various means of assessing pathology 
or maladjustment have been completed. Religiosity, more 
often than not, was assessed simply by population used 
in the study or by simple self-reports of church 
activity or participation. It is understandable that 
given the diverse measures of religion and the diverse 
criteria of mental functioning, results of correlating 
the two sets of factors have so far yielded no distinct 
relationships (Argyle and Beit-Hallami, 1975; Becker, 
1971; Dittes, 1971; Spilka and Werme, 1971; and Stark, 
1971). 
The point of the foregoing is that interest in 
religiosity by psychology is clearly increasing. 
Studies in a particular field such as the ones mentioned 
above serve to illustrate this increased attention from 
the whole discipline of psychology. 
In addition, however, the above illustration also 
serves to point out that the measurement of religiosity 
may be as complicated as describing pathology, which 
currently requires a 494-page book, the Diagnostic and 
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (3rd ed.; 
Spitzer, 1980). Bergin (1983) suggests that 
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the mixed or insignificant results of many studies 
are conceivably due to the kind of imprecision 
that once afflicted psychotherapy research. 
Perhaps ••• as in psychotherapy, greater 
specificity and precision in defining and 
measuring the religious factor would likely 
alleviate this problem. (p. 18 0) 
Most researchers would agree with this plea for more 
objective definition and measurement of the religious 
variable. 
In summary, the psychology of religion was 
considered a viable and potentially fruitful area of 
research during the genesis of the science of human 
behavior. Pioneers such as James and Hall, books and 
journal articles, and the attempts to study religion 
empirically all characterized what would have seemed 
then to have been a growing sphere of research during 
the first 30 years of this century. However, during 
the 1940's and 1950's, the nonreligious orientation of 
most social scientists and the difficulty of 
empirically defining and measuring religious varibles 
contributed to an atrophy of academic interest in the 
subject. In contrast to the decline of the 1940's and 
1950's, the last 20 years has witnessed a resurgence of 
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concern for the study of religiosity. Illustrative of 
this increase is the increasing number of experimental 
studies examining the relationship between 
psychopathology and religiosity. Possible reasons for 
the increase in interest are the unavoidable presence 
of religious factors in American society, the 
availablity of more advanced measurement and 
statistical techniques, and the attempts by 
psychologists to more precisely define and objectively 
measure the construct of religiosity. Given this 
perspective of the psychology of religion, an 
examination of measures of religiosity offered and 
employed in psychology is now appropriate. 
A Survey of the Measurement of Religiosity 
Measurement is the cornerstone of science and is 
therefore a vital component of scientific 
investigations. Gorsuch (1984} notes that 
While measurement is defined before a scientific 
process, measurement is also a result of the 
scientific process. Periodically, it behooves us 
to evaluate the product from that process for its 
strengths and weaknesses. (p. 228) 
Clearly, the quantification and manipulation of 
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variables is only as accurate as the mode of 
measurement employed. 
Research in the sphere of the psychology of 
religion would be a much simpler endeavor if religious 
variables could be manipulated. For example, if 
conversion to Christianity could be experimentally 
manipulated, the random assignment of persons to 
religious and nonreligious groups would provide 
opportunity to experimentally test the "effects" of 
Christian religion (Basset, et al., 1981). However, 
there are obvious logistical and ethical problems with 
such an approach to religiosity. These problems have 
forced psychologists who attempt to evaluate the impact 
of religiosity to rely primarily upon descriptive 
research designs (Bateson, 1978), and thus employ 
methods of "measuring" what they hope are specific 
"religious constructs" or variables. 
One of the more unusual "defining" elements of the 
present paradigm in the psychology of religion is the 
reliance on self-report instruments or questionnaires 
for data collection. At the present time, most 
conclusions about the definition and nature of religion 
result from self-report instruments (Gorsuch, 1984). 
As mentioned in the previous section, the measurement 
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of religious constructs has been a catalyst in the 
present revival of interest in the subject. 
The next section will provide a survey of some of 
the more salient attempts to measure religiosity via 
self-report. In accordance with the purpose of this 
study provided below, the survey is limited to those 
instruments which attempt to measure religious 
constructs associated with Christianity. For the 
purpose of review and under the banner "survey", 
instruments are considered under the constructs of 
belief, behavior, knowledge, affiliation, attitudes, 
religiosity, and religious orientation as defined by 
Basset et al. (1981). Finally, observations concerning 
the psychometric credibility of instruments surveyed 
and the present trend of understanding the religious 
dimension are addressed. 
Belief. 
In their analysis of instruments measuring 
religious variables, Basset et al. (1981) defined the 
construct of "belief" as one which included views 
concerning 
the nature of man, the God-man relationship, the 
origin of life, the existence of a divine plan, 
the inspiration of Scripture, and other issues 
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commonly included in a doctrinal statement. 
(p. 336) 
Of the 133 published instruments appearing in 
Psychological Abstracts from 1927 to 1977 and evaluated 
by Bassett et al. (1981), 80 of those instruments were, 
in their opinion, addressing the construct in whole or 
in part of "be 1 ief". 
Chave's (1939) What I Think of Jesus scale, Allen 
and Spilka's (1967) test of Committed and Consensual 
Religion, Jennings (1972) Scriptural Literalism Scale, 
McPhail's (1972) five item Religious Beliefs Index, 
Gorsuch and McFarland's (1972) Multiple Item 
Christology Scale and Bateson's (1978) Doctrinal 
Orthodoxy Scale are illustrative of instruments 
designed to assess "belief" as a single religious 
construct. 
Instruments which attempt to rrceasure the construct 
of "belief" as well as other constructs defined by 
Basset et al. (1981) include: Allport, Gillespie, and 
Young's (1948) Attitude Inventory: Aspects of 
Religious Belief, Kirkpatrick's (1949) Religiosity 
Scale, Brown and Lowe's (1951) Inventory of Religious 
Belief, Bateman's (1958) Religious Questionnaire, 
Armstrong, Larsen, and Mourer's (1962) Religious 
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Attitudes Scale, Martin and Nichols' (1962) Religious 
Belief Scale, Poppleton and Pilkington's (1963) 
Religious Attitude Scale, and Robinson and Shaver's 
(1978) Fundamentalism Scale. 
At the very least it can be concluded that 
psychological research is very curious about the basic 
tenets of the Christian faith and their correlation 
with other aspects of human existence. The construct 
of ftbelief" or doctrinal position should be considered 
as an element of the religious variable. 
Behavior. 
Instruments frequently included self-reports of 
behavior that were assumed to reflect religiosity. 
Basset et al. (1981) defined the religious construct 
"behavior" as including ftchurch attendance, financial 
contributions to the church, frequency of Bible study 
and prayer, and involvement in church related 
activities" {p. 336). Instruments designed to measure 
only the religious construct of ftbehavior" as defined 
here are: Allen and Spilka's (1967) Frequency of 
Church Attendance scale and Heath's (1969) MMPI 
Traditional Belief Index. It should be noted that the 
former consists of only one item and the latter of two 
items. 
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Other instruments which attempt to measure the 
construct of "behavior" as well as other religious 
constructs defined by Basset et al. (1981) are: 
Chave's (1939) Attitude Toward God scale, Martin and 
Nichols (1962) Background Questionnaire, and Robinson 
and Shaver (1978) Religious Orientation and Involvement 
scale. The attempted inclusion of the construct of 
self-reported religious "behavior" by psychometric 
research argues forcefully that the construct should be 
considered as an element of the religious variable. 
Knowledge. 
Self-report religious inventories have also 
attempted to reveal a person's awareness of specific 
religious facts or "knowledge". Basset et al. (1981) 
describe this construct of "knowledge" as one which 
"typically ••• involved either familiarity with Bible 
stories or religious practices (e.g. "What are the 
sacraments of the Catholic church?")" (p. 336). In 
comparision to the construct of "belief", the construct 
of "knowledge" taps specific religious information, that 
is, Scriptural data or creedal information rather than 
the broad presuppositions or faith of Christianity that 
would reflect the construct of "belief". 
Iisager's (1949) Religious Knowledge Test and 
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Martin and Nichols (1962) Religious Information Scale 
attempt to measure only the construct of "knowledge". 
Other scales such as Watson's (1927) Multiple-Choice 
Test of Religious Ideas and Union Test of Religious 
Ideas, Robinson and Shaver (1978) Dimensions of Religious 
Commitment scale, and questionnaires used in studies by 
Allen and Hites (1961) and King and Hunt (1972) each 
attempt to measure the construct of "knowledge" as well 
as other religious constructs. 
Affilation. 
Perhaps the simplest construct to define offered 
by Basset et al. (1981) is "affiliation". It is the 
"reported religious denomination or affiliation" (p. 
336). Thirty-six of the 133 instruments surveyed by 
Basset et al. (1981) contained at least one item with 
which affiliation or nonaffiliation could be indicated. 
Numerous correlational studies have employed 
"affiliation" as "the" religious construct measured. 
The value of the construct apart from other religious 
constructs is questionable (Bergin, 1983). 
Attitude. 
The religious construct of "attitude" as defined by 
Basset et al. (1981) focuses upon attitudes and 
"attitude objects" that either clearly reflect 
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religiosity or were more generally moral and ethical in 
quality. Basset et al. (1981) suggest that item 
examrles would be: (a) "Working on Sunday is completely 
appropriate" (b) "Sex before marriage is acceptable 
between consenting adults" (c) "People should attend 
church, tithe, and pray" (p. 336). Scales constructed 
by Thurstone and Chave (1929), Armstrong et al. (1962), 
Poppleton and Pilkington (1963), Hyde (1965}, and 
Robinson and Shaver (1978), most named Religious 
Attitude Scale, attempt to quantify this construct as 
well as other religious constructs. 
Religiosity. 
"Religiosity" as defined by Basset et al. (1981) 
describes the personal impact of religion in life and 
items reflect 
religious commitment, importance of religion, 
willingness to raise children in their own faith, 
influence cf God in their life, personal openness 
to spiritual growth, adherance to moral standards, 
and the desire to marry someone of the same faith. 
(p. 336) 
In the judgement of Basset et al. (1981), the Rated 
Importance of Religion scale (Allen and Spilka, 1967), 
the Religious Indentity scale (Allen and Spilka, 1967), 
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and the Religious Life Inventory (Bateson, 1978) are 
examples which attempt to quantify their definition of 
"religiosity". 
Religious Orientation. 
Finally, "religious orientation" is argued by 
Basset et al. (1981) to be a construct 
in which some instruments • • • tap an intrinsic 
and/or extrinsic orientation toward religion. 
Typically, such items assesed the extent to which 
religion was viewed instrumentally or as an end 
in itself. (p. 336) 
The most notable and most employed instrument in 
psychological research which attempts to quantify this 
construct is Allport and Ross's (1967) Religious 
Orientation Scale. Wilson's (1960) Extrinsic Religious 
Values Scale and Hoge's (1972) Intrinsic Religious 
Motivation Scale are examples of inventories which 
attempt to measure "religious orientation" in reference 
to the extrinsic and intrinsic components refined by 
Allport and Ross, (1967). 
A review of the above instruments reveals a 
startling lack of psychometric credibility when the 
entire sample is taken into consideration. It is a 
curious fact that serious discussion of validity for 
Construct Validity 
24 
psychological instruments began nearly 20 years before 
the revival of interest in the the psychology of 
religion. Yet Basset et al. (1981), in their survey of 
measures of religiosity, document that the 
establishment of reliability and validity was much more 
a rarity than an accepted standard of psychometric 
integrity. Of the 133 instruments surveyed, only 50 
reported some demonstration of reliability and 57 an 
element of validity. However, there is a noticable 
trend in instruments published after 1970 to 
demonstrate an increasing concern for psychometric 
credibility and one author feels that psychologists now 
have produced "reasonably effective instruments" 
(Gorsuch, 1984, p. 234). 
In summary, an examination of instruments designed 
to measure religious variables via the constructs 
proposed by Basset et al. (1981) provides evidence of 
an effort that spans over 50 years of psychological 
research. Beyond the obvious proliferation of 
instruments of questionable value is the equally 
obvious lack of religious construct definition in the 
psychology of religion. This is a phenomenon which 
plays no small part in the struggle to provide 
psychometric credibility to such inventories. The 
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constructs "defined" by Basset et al. are no exception. 
Structure of Religious Dimensions. 
While other methods have been used, most 
self-report measures of religious dimensions are 
constructed from a deductive approach as opposed to 
external or inductive approaches. Burisch (1984) uses 
the term "deductive" when refering to scale 
construction to emphasize that choice and definition of 
constructs precedes the formulation of items" (p. 215). 
The important question then to be considered is, "Who 
determines what construct is the whole or part of the 
religious variable?" Personality theory has provided 
some relief to those endeavoring deductive construction 
of general or pathologic personality inventories, but 
the psychology of religion has no such rich uncle. 
At the present time in the measurment of 
religiosity, the issue of unidimensionality or 
multidimensionality is only now corning to a close. The 
weight of evidence seems to lean toward the latter, but 
it does so in two conceptual forms. 
The first form of multidimensionality is one which 
implies a diversity of separate parts with no specific 
relationship to the whole. Most often such parts are 
explicitly or implicitly defined as "good" or "bad" 
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religiousness. In a discussion of this issue, Bergin 
(1983) notes 
Allport (Allport and Ross, 1967), called it 
intrinsic {good) versus extrinsic (bad), somewhat 
akin to the popular distinction between internal 
and external control (Phares, 1978). Allen and 
Spilka (1967) defined it as committed (good) 
versus consensual (bad). James (1902) referred to 
the religion of the 'healthy-mindedness' versus 
the 'sick soul', although he did not necessarily 
judge one as better than the other. (p. 179) 
Glock (1962) redefined religion into five basic 
factors: ritual, experiential, ideological, 
intellectual, and consequential. King and Hunt (1969) 
identified as many as 21 factors in one study, while 
DeJong, Faulkner, and Warland, (1976) identified 6 
factors. In summary, the concept is one of 
multidimensionality that ranges from simple dicotomy to 
multiple factors with no specific implication of the 
relation of the factors to the whole concept of 
religiosity. 
The second conceptual form is one which is 
comparable to the manner in which intelligence is now 
conceived. Bergin (1983) notes that much of the 
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discrepancies in some of the factor analytic studies 
could be resolved if religiosity, like intelligence, 
involves a general (G) factor and several specific (S) 
factors. Therefore, the resolution could be "both/and" 
rather than "either/or". 
Despite one's particular disposition to 
unidimensionality or multidimensionality, Gorsuch 
(1984) argues that three conditions should be met 
before anyone should even consider constructing a new 
self-report questionnaire: (a) no comparable scale 
should exist (b) a new measure should be developed only 
if it can be argued to represent a new and unrelated 
construct (c) adequate resources for scale construction 
must be available. 
In accordance with the criteria advanced by 
Gorsuch (1984), legitimacy should be granted to new 
scales which are based upon a unique epistemology or 
theory as represented by present instruments. This 
would be true of Paloutzian and Ellison's {1982) 
Spiritual Well-Being Scale (SWB) which is predicated on 
Moberg's (1971, 1974) concept of "spiritual well-being" 
as an element of the "quality of life" literature 
(Campbell, 1981). The SWB is based on a particular 
construct heretofore untapped by any other measure of 
religiosity. 
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Another instrument consonant with the above 
criteria is the Spiritual Leadership Qualities 
Inventory (SLQl} constructed by Wichern (1980}. The 
SLQI is the focus of this study. While the SLQI 
contains constructs which have appeared previously in 
psychological literature, the epistimologiccl basis for 
the constructs measured is certainly unique to the 
present scope of the measurement of religion. The 
inventory is, to this writer's knowledge, the first and 
remains at this time, only one of three (cf. 
The Shepard Scale, Basset et al., 1981; 
Spiritual Gifts Inventory, McMinn, 1983} attempts to 
provide a measure of religious constructs based on 
solely on Biblical epistemology. It is the first and 
only scale at present to attempt measurement of 
multiple personality constructs based on Biblical 
information. 
More specifically, the SLQI is predicated upon the 
traits and qualities of "spiritual maturity" outlined 
in I Timothy 3:1-7 and Titus 1:5-9. The "constructs" 
of the test are in effect the "concepts" listed in 
these passages and the definitions of words are 
provided by exegesis of the original Greek terms. The 
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context of the passages mentioned is one of leadership 
selection. Thus the purpose of the inventory and the 
derivation of it's name becomes obvious. At the 
present time however, the SLQI is lacking in 
empirically demonstrated construct validity. 
In summary, it can be said that measurement is a 
critical issue in the present paradigm (Kuhn, 1970) of 
the psychology of religion. Out of necessity and 
ethical consideration, religious variables have 
consistently been studied through descriptive research 
designs. This has in turn placed a great amount of 
emphasis on self-report inventories as dependent 
measures. The most common constructural bases for 
these measures have been belief, behavior, knowledge, 
affiliation, attitude, religiosity, and religious 
orientation as they apply to the religious dimension of 
life. Only in the last twenty years have constructs 
for measures of religiosity been more specifically 
defined and the measures themselves attained increasing 
psychometric credibility. Gorsuch has forcefully 
argued that no new scales should be offered unless 
novelty of construct is apparent. The SLQI (Wichern, 
1980) fulfills this criteria though it is lacking in 
construct validity. 
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Rationale for the Study 
For any test to be "useful" or to ensure 
•practicality" (Wiggins, 1973), it must demonstrate 
validity. More specifically, a test should measure 
what it purports to measure. A test should demonstrate 
validity for a particular purpose or use before it can 
be employed confidently on a widespread basis, and in 
fact, be interpretable (Anastasi, 1976). 
The Spiritual Lea6ership Qualities Inventory 
(SLQI) is a "construct" type personality inventory 
(Wiggins, 1973). While the SLQI has demonstrated a 
degree of reliability and "external criterion validity" 
(e.g. discriminates between church leader and nonchurch 
leader), the 19 constructs or subscales of the 
inventory have not yet been empirically validated as 
separate constructs. It is therefore paramount that 
the validity of the constructs, or "construct validity" 
of the SLQI be empirically demonstrated in order for 
the instrument to be "useful" and to have a measure of 
psychometric credibility. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study is to examine the 
construct validity of the Spiritual Leadership 
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Qualities Inventory (SLQI). This study will seek to 
determine the validity of the 19 constructs purportedly 
measured by the SLQI by means of: (1) significant 
(p.~ 05) subscale correlations with other more 
established tests which contain relevant variables 
(discriminant and convergent validity) (2) an examination 
of the factorial composition of the test by means of a 
factor analysis at the subscale (or construct) level. 
More specifically, the purpose of this study is to 
examine the construct validity of the SLQI as it exists 
within the population of graduate students of theology 
preparing for leadership roles in the evangelical 
religious domain. It should be noted that the purpose 
of the study is not to determine if the SLQI is a 
measure of leadership. This is a presupposition of the 
test based upon Biblical values of the population for 
which the inventory was designed. Finally, for the 
purpose of this study, the terms "spiritual leadership" 
and "spiritual maturity" will be used synonomously. 
While leadership is not the same concept as maturity, 
it will be presupposed that one must be "mature" to be 
a competent "leader". 
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Hypotheses and Questions 
The hypotheses of this study relate to the 
significant correlational relationships to be examined: 
1. The SLQI subscales will correlate positively with the 
s~. 
2. The SLQI subscales will correlate positively with the 
Religious Well-Being (RWB) subscale of the SWB. 
3. The SLQI subscales will correlate positively with the 
Existential Well-Being {EWB) subscale of the SWB. 
4. The SLQI subscales will correlate positively with the 
Intrinsic (I) subscale of the ROS. 
5. The SLQI subscales will correlate negatively with the 
aggressive subscales of the Interpersonal Behavior 
Survey (IBS). 
6. The SLQI subscales will correlate positively with K 
scale of the MMPI and the Impression Management (IM) 
scale of the IBS. 
The questions in this study relate to the factor 
analysis of the subscales of the SLQI. 
1. How many "factors" explain the variance of the SLQI 
in this study with a priniciple components factor 
analysis and a Varirnax rotation? 
2. What are the intuitive clusters of subscales that 
result from the factor analysis? 
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Appendix E contains definitions of terms used in 
this study which are not familiar psychological terms. 
PORTLAND CENTER LIBRARY 
CHAPTER 2 
Methodology 
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In order to discern whether the Spiritual 
Leadership Qualities Inventory (SLQI) demonstrates 
construct validity for the population it was designed to 
evaluate (e.g. evangelical Christians in general, and 
~ore specifically, male aspirants to leadership roles 
within the various domains of evangelical Christianity), 
the SLQI was given along with four other self-report 
inventories to a sample of male students in the first 
year of the cirriculum of a four-year Master of Theology 
(Th.M) program at an evangelical seminary. The other 
research instruments administered included two measures 
of religiosity, a measure of interpersonal behavior, and 
a clinical scale of psychopathology. 
The seminary (Dallas Theological Seminary} from 
which two samples were drawn places strong emphasis on 
the authority and inerrancy of the Bible and therefore 
endorses the Biblical constructs the SLQI attempts to 
measure. The Th.M program at this seminary is designed 
first and formost to prepare men as pastor-teachers in 
local churches, a position which undoubtedly requires 
leadership ability within a homogeneous group with 
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distinct goals and purpose. Data was collected from 
students during the 1982-1983 and 1983-1984 school 
terms. 
Sample and Procedure 
Two samples were drawn from the seminary population 
at different times and under different methods of 
selection. Both samples took the MMPI as a requirement 
of admission to the Th.M. program and the SLQI in August 
of the first school year for personal evaluation as 
required by the seminary's Counseling Services. Subjects 
were not collected from two classes through different 
methods for the purpose of experimental design but 
rather out of necessity to generate an adequate, and to 
some degree, random subject pool. 
The first sample (from the 1982-1983 entering 
class) was asked to participate in February of 1983. 
Those who agreed to do so had completed the SLQI in 
August of 1982. Group lA was composed of randomly 
selected students that responded to the first invitation 
to participate in the study. Group 1B was composed of 
those students who responded to the second invitation to 
participate. These students completed the remaining 
inventories in the counseling services testing room. 
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The second sample (from the 1983-1984 entering class) 
were nonrandom respondents to a volunteer invitation to 
participate during August 1983 registration procedures. 
These subjects completed the inventories in a large room 
on the seminary campus. They composed Group 2 of the 
study. 
Time elapsed between the administration of 
instruments was limited to the shortest span practically 
feasible. The length of time required to complete all 
five instruments at once (approximately three hours) 
necessitated the use of archival data (MMPI in both 
groups and the SLQI in the first group) to ensure the 
probability of voluntary participation. Table 1 
summarizes the sampling and administration procedures 
for the study. 
Table 1 
Chronological Administration of Test Battery to 1st Year 
DTS Students 
Variables 
Group lA (N=22) 
Group lB (N=21) 
Group 2 (N=47) 
MMPI 
<lyear of SLQI 
<lyear of SLQI 
<lyear of SLQI 
SLQI 
8-82 
B-82 
8-83 
SWB ROS 
2-82 2-82 
3-82 3-82 
8-83 B-83 
IBS 
2-82 
3-82 
8-83 
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Respondents in both groups who took the MMPI more 
than one year before they took the SLQI were eliminated 
from the sample pool. Group la was composed of 22 
respondents, group lb of 21 respondents, and Group 2 of 
47 respondents for a total of 90 subjects. All subjects 
were males. 
Participants in both groups were offered personal 
interpretation of their scores for each instrument by 
the author as incentive to participate. Each person who 
participated gave written consent for their scores to be 
used in the present study. 
Instruments 
Spiritual Leadership Qualities Inventory 
The SLQI was constructed on the basis of a 
grammatical exegesis of the Biblical passages cf 1 
Timothy 3:1-7 and Titus 1:5-9. These particular passages 
were chosen because "they contain an outline of the 
spiritual character qualifications" provided by 
Scripture for leaders in a church (Wichern, 1980, p. 1). 
Specifically, each construct is based upon a 
translation and interpretation of a specific Greek term 
or phrase. Wichern (1980) proposes that 
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Each passage contains 15 character traits. Eight of 
the traits are similar: seven are unique. There is 
a total of 22 distinct traits, but only 19 were 
selected for use in the development of the SLQI. 
The trait "not a new convert" was deleted because 
we felt that individuals should be allowed to 
established their own criterion for this trait. 
The traits "not quick tempered" and not pugnacious" 
were combined because both deal with anger (or the 
impulsive expression of anger). The traits 
"uncontentious" and "gentle" were combined because 
they reflect similar behavior, namely, gentleness. 
Hence, one trait was deleted and four traits were 
combined into two traits in the development of the 
SLQI. (p. 1) 
The second stage of the development of the SLQI was 
the generation of 260 items. The manual for the SLQI 
implies (and scoring method confirms) that each item was 
intended theoretically to correlate with only one 
trait/construct. A panel of nine seminary professors 
"who were trained in the original languages and involved 
in public ministeries" then evaluated the items to judge 
whether the item content was related to the respective 
trait/construct (Wichern, 1980, p. 1). Unanimous 
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agreement was obtained on the scale assignment and on 
the scored direction of 225 items; 222 items were 
retained for composition of the SLQI. "Many items were 
further analyzed and rewritten to obtain a 60/40 balance 
of affirmative statements" to prevent defensiveness and 
•response setting" (Wichern, 1980, p. 1). A forced 
choice format of "True/False" was selected for answers 
and the items were randomly arranged in the inventory. 
Appendix B contains the scoring criteria for the SLQI. 
The SLQI attempts to measure the following biblical 
constructs as defined by Wichern (1980): 
1. Upright (U)--means "just" or "righteous in human 
relationships." The subscale is comprised of 9 items 
which assess "fairness and impartiality in 
relationships". It is based upon the Greek term dikaios 
from Titus 1:8. Sample items are: 
1. If others fail to recognize how good I am it 
is because of their own limitations. (F) 
19. I believe their is a code which demands that 
all men act fairly toward one another. (T) 
26. I secretly enjoy someone who is good at 
fooling others even if it sometimes embarresses 
them. (F) 
29. I frequently find myself going out of my way 
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to make sure the other guy has an equal chance. (T) 
2. Good Reputation--refers to the "nature of a 
Christian's testimony among non-Christians". The 
subscale is composed of 8 items which assess the degree 
to which one is "recognized in their community as one of 
high moral character who conducts himself 
appropriately". 1 t is based upon the Greek term 
kalosmarturia from 1 Timothy 3:7. Sample items are: 
9. There are a few people who kno\o.' things about 
me which if told could cause me great embarassment. 
(F) 
17. 1 often laugh at a d~rty joke or story just so 
my friends or co-workers don't think I'm stuck 
up. (F) 
22. People in the community would say that I am a 
person with high moral values. (T) 
30. I really enjoy a good hot argument. (F) 
3. Above Reproach (AR)--means "irreprehensible" or 
"irreproachable". The subscale is composed of 8 items 
which describe a person whose character has no 
foundation for accusation of impropieity or wrongdoing. 
It is a general quality based upon the Greek term 
anepileptos from 1 Timothy 3:2. Sample items are: 
3. At times 1 am afraid that things I have done 
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in the past will catch up with me. (F) 
16. My conscience often bothers me with the 
feeling that I am not doing what I ought to be 
doing. (F) 
20. If 1 could get into a movie without paying and 
be sure I was not seen, 1 would probably do it. 
(F) 
25. What others think of me does not bother me. 
(F) 
4. Respectable (R)--refers to one who is "modest, 
orderly, or decent". The subscale is composed of 9 items 
that reflect the characteristic of one who "lives his 
life in such a well-ordered way that his behavior and 
internal attitudes display a proper relationship to 
Biblical principles". The construct is based upon the 
Greek term kosmios from 1 Timothy 3:2. Sample items are: 
5. At my work area or desk, I frequently create 
such a mess that I can't get anything done. (F) 
13. I believe that each person has complete freedom 
to eat, drink, ·or act however he wants. (F) 
14. I don't mind being asked to do a humbling job 
which no one e 1 se w i 11 take. (T) 
23. At times I feel like swearing. (F) 
5. Desire to be an Overseer (0)--refers to one who 
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desires to •serve in a position of leadership and 
authority". The subscale is composed of 9 items which 
reflect attitude toward church leadership and ambition 
to lead in the context of a church. The trait is based 
upon the Greek term episkopoi from 1 Timothy 3:1 and 
Titus 1:7. Sample items are: 
37. I have often thought that I would like to be a 
1 eader in a 1 oca 1 church. (T) 
51. Elders or deacons are sincere people who should 
be praised for their work. (T) 
55. Elders or deacons are just like anyone else, 
only they try to look good. (F) 
59. I would feel good about working regularly on 
projects for my church. (T) 
6. Holy (HY)--refers to the nature and extent of "an 
individual's relationship to God". This subscale is 
composed of 11 items which assess devotion to God and 
"practical holiness". The construct is based upon the 
Greek term hosios from Titus 1:8. Sample items are: 
35. If I had to choose, I would rather be 
spiritually close to people. (T) 
3 8. The rna in purpose of man is to know God and 
worship Him. (T) 
53. Some of the greatest moments of my life have 
...... __ ,._ ... _ ...... 
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come from seeking to know God. (T) 
57. I have made the study of the Bible and seeking 
God my highest priority. (T) 
7. Able to Teach (AT)--may refer either to an 
individual's "ability to teach or to be taught". This 
construct is based on the Greek term didaktikos from 1 
Timothy 3:2 and Titus 1:9. Sample items are: 
36. People who invest their time in studying the 
Bible are not aware of the real problems facing 
man. (F) 
47. A regular program of Bible study should be a 
priority for most people. (T) 
54. Theologians have so confused people about 
religion that I would rather watch T.V. than 
read a religious book. (F) 
64. Talking in front of a group of people makes me 
very anxious. (F) 
B. Temperate (T)--refers to one who is "clear-headed, 
mentally alert, and able to make sound judgements". The 
construct is based upon the Greek term nephalios from 1 
T~mothy 3:2. Sample items are: 
67. I have periods of days, weeks, or months when I 
can't take care of things because I can't get 
going. (F) 
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70. I usually have to stop and think before I act 
even in trifling matters. (F) 
75. I have met problems so full of probabilites 
that I have been almost unable to make up my 
mind about them. (F). 
91. I feel better about my life more than I ever 
have (T). 
9. Prudent (P)--refers to a stable character and 
conduct. This subscale is composed of 17 items which 
assess an ability to "handle practical matters of life 
in spite of the level of stress or temptation one may be 
experiencing". The construct is based upon the Greek 
term sophron from 1 Timothy 3:2 and Titus 1:8. Sample 
items are: 
71. I have been asked to lead groups where a 
difficult decision had to be made. (T) 
85. I have good success in settling disputes ~m~n~ 
people. (T) 
89. At times I feel like smashing things. (F) 
93. I get mad easily and then get over it soor,. 'F) 
10. Able to Manage Family (F)--refers to the abilit~ to 
manage the home in a dignified manner and raise chjldren 
who are well-disciplined. The subscale is composed of 16 
items designed to assess home management skills and 
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present family stress. ~he construct is based upon the 
phrase "one who manages his household well" from 
1 ~imothy 3:4 and Titus 1:6. Sample items are: 
104. When I have problems with my family life, I 
usually try to work harder at my job. (F) 
107. Because mothers spend more time with their 
children, they are better able to make 
decisions about priviledges and discipline. (F) 
114. I find that I can talk more openly and 
honestly to friends at work than I can my family (or 
~·if e). (F) 
129. I have little to say about what my family 
does. (F) 
11. Husband of One Wife (HW)--refers to the absense of 
"preoccupation with immoral sexual behavior". This 
subscale is composed of 16 items and assesses agreement 
with Biblical values of sexual behavior. The Greek 
phrase literally means "a one-woman" man. Wichern (1980) 
suggests that "for practical reasons we believe that 
each church and/or denomination must arrive at their own 
conclusions with respect to how they interpret and apply 
this trait" as it applies to divorce and remarriage. 
(p. 3). Sample items are: 
105. I think that any religion which teaches that 
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God made man with a sex drive and then sets up 
restrictions is unreasonable. (F) 
109. An occasional visit to an adult bookstore 
never hurt anyone. (F) 
119. In the final analysis, pleasure is the most 
important thing in life. 
128. I don't especially enjoy watching movies 
depicting intimate love scenes. (T) 
12. Gentle (GT)--refers to the qualities of being 
"considerate, encouraging, not quarrelsome or 
argumentive." This subscale is composed of 14 items and 
assesses the disposition to yield personal "rights in 
order to promote the good of others". The construct is 
based upon the two Greek terms epieidis and amachos from 
1 Timothy 3:3 being tre~ted as synomyms. Sample items 
are: 
136. I will go out of my way to avoid causing a 
fight. (T) 
145. If I propose an idea or belief, I usually will 
push it until the majority of people accept it. 
(F) 
159. It makes me impatient to have people ask my 
advice or interrupt me when I am working on 
something important. (F) 
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165. lt takes a lot of argument to convince most 
people of the truth. (F) 
13. Not Quick-Tempered {QT)--refers to the ability to 
"deal constructively with anger". This subscale is 
composed of 12 items and assesses the trait of being 
non-violent and forgiving. The construct is based upon 
the Greek term plektes from Titus 1:7. Sample items are: 
132. I have resentments which I have stored up and 
harbored for long periods. (F) 
140. Frequently l feel frustrated because I cannot 
think of a way to get even with someone who 
deserves it. (F) 
158. Some people make me so angry I'd like to shout 
at them or slap their face. (F) 
164. If I am angry I think it's best to keep it to 
myself for several days. (F) 
14. Self -Controlled (SC) --means "disciplined". This 
subscale is composed of 8 items and assesses the abiltiy 
to "control impulsive desires, sexual or otherwise". The 
construct is based upon the Greek term egkrates from 
Titus 1:8. Sample items are: 
133. Although I am usually aware of my immediate 
response to a situation, I have little 
difficulty with impulsiveness. (T) 
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138. I do not let interruptions in my schedule 
disorganize me so that I cannot finish my jobs. (T) 
144. Doing things on the spur of the moment is not 
characteristic of me. (T) 
149. I am known to my friends as a man who exhibits 
self-discipline. (T) 
15. Not addicted to Wine (NA)--refers to substance 
abuse. This subscale is composed of 11 items and 
primarily taps abuse of alcohol or prescribed 
medications. The construct is based upon the Greek 
phrase which literally translates "not one who sits too 
long at his wine~. The reference to the phrase is found 
in 1 Timothy 3:3. Sample items are: 
175. I feel I sometimes misuse medications I have 
been given. (F) 
180. I believe there is some truth to the old 
saying that you can "drown your sorrows" with 
alcohol. (F). 
183. I frequently use medication. (F) 
185. My will power is strong when it comes to 
passing up food or drink. (T) 
16. Greed (GD)--refers to freedom from control by 
materialistic ambitions. This subscale is composed of 13 
items which assesses the value placed on "spiritual" 
Construct Validity 
49 
investments as oppossed to monetary security. The 
construct is based on the Greek term aphilarguros from 1 
Timothy 3:3 which literally translates "not a love of 
money". Sample items are: 
168. When I lose money I get so uncomfortaable I 
can hardly think of anything else. (F) 
178. One of my major goals in life is to acquire 
enough money so that I can be sure of a secure 
future. 
186. I would rather have a savings acccount of over 
$5,000 than to have close relationships with 
my friends. (F) 
187. I worry over money and business. (F) 
17. Lover of Good (LG)--a broad term which refers "to 
thoughts, attitudes, and behavior which are primarily 
concerned with what is 'good' or 'worthwhile'". This 
subscale is composed of 13 i terns and is based upon the 
Greek term philagothos from Titus 1:8. Sample items are: 
193. I sometimes enjoy conversations in which the 
faults or misdeeds of others are being 
discussed. (F) 
196. God's plan for mankind is still the best plan. 
( T) 
200. My friends feel that I am optimistic about 
life. (T) 
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221. I feel good when I learn that someone I 
dislike has gotten into trouble. (F) 
18. Not Self-Willed (SW)--means altruistic. This 
subscale is composed of 10 i terns and refers to the 
characteristic of having respect for the rights and 
opinions of others. "The lives of self-willed 
individuals are characterized by self-centeredness and 
selfishness, which has no place in the character of a 
Christian leader." The construct is based upon the Greek 
term authades from Titus 1:7. Sample items are: 
208. I don't have problems saying no to my own 
desires over spending time with my family. (T) 
209. People who seek their own self-interests 
before the needs of others probably have 
inferiority feelings. (T) 
217. I am basically a selfish person. (F) 
218. My motto is, "When the going gets tough, the 
tough get going". (F) 
19. Hospitable (HP)--mea~s generous to others in 
reference to self and resources. This subscale is 
composed of 10 items and assesses the ability to respond 
•lovingly and compassionately to the needs" of others. 
The construct is based upon the Greek term philoxenos 
' ......... -....... _ - .. 
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from 1 Timothy 3:2 and Titus 1:8. Sample items are: 
195. I enjoy having friends come over for supper or 
an evening. (T) 
198. I support missionaries because I believe they 
are doing a necessary job. (T) 
206. Providing overnight lodging for my friends or 
even strangers does not bother me. (T) 
213. I am against giving money to beggars. (F) 
The reliabiltiy or "accuracy" of the SLQI has been 
examined by means of the "test-retest", method with a 
sample size of 100 and an interval of eight weeks 
between administrations. The coefficients of stabiltiy 
(Pearson r values) for each subscale provided by the 
SLQI manual (Wichern, 1980) are found in Table 2. The 
sample used to demonstrate the coefficients of 
reliabiltiy is described as "Christians". 
Table 3 from the SLQI manual provides SLQI subscale 
intercorrelations. Of the 361 coefficients (N = 71), 335 
are significantly correlated (p ~ .05). Wichern (1980) 
suggests that the high intercorrelations provide 
evidence of subscale "homogeneity and structural 
fidelity". 
-----·-----
Table 2 
SLQI Test-retest Correlations 
Trait R-value 
u .54 
GR .30 
AR .42 
R .52 
0 .53 
Hy .31 
AT .45 
T .61 
p 
.63 
F .61 
Trait 
HW 
Gt 
QT 
sc 
NA 
Gd 
LG 
sw 
HP 
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R-value 
.62 
.54 
.58 
.54 
.49 
.52 
.49 
.49 
.46 
Note. From Spiritual leadership Qualities Inventory, 
p. 7, 1980, by F.B. Wichern, Richardson, TX; Believer 
Renewal Resources. N=lOO. 
Table 3 
lntercorrelations of SLQl Sub>cales 
Trait u GR R 0 Hy AT T p F Hfl' Gt OT 
u 
GR .44 
AR .17 .45 
R .35 .43 .42 
0 .40 .34 .21 .32 
Hy .37 .38 .21 .32 .51 
AT .46 .38 .23 .42 .49 .53 
T .38 .36 .27 .33 .54 .57 .53 
p 
.45 .41 .30 .47 • 4 6 .45 .33 .37 
F .41 .32 .25 .38 .57 .43 .40 .50 .33 
HW .27 .21 .34 .25 .15 .27 .43 .25 .10 .24 
Gt .59 .31 .oe .36 • .(6 .44 .57 .57 .42 .5~ .25 
QT .65 .40 .37 .34 .35 .37 .45 .38 .32 .41 .27 .43 
sc .19 .07 .06 .19 .01 .13 .05 .05 .11 .17 .20 .10 
Nil .54 .31 .24 .36 .39 .40 .47 .34 .24 .40 .39 .52 
Gel .53 .4€ .22 .28 .27 . .u .46 .45 .38 .42 .33 .64 
LG .51 .41 .34 .46 .40 .41 .44 .46 .46 .4S .23 .44 
sw .57 .44 .29 .48 .39 .40 .29 .48 .47 .64 .27 .54 
HP .55 .28 .21 .49 .56 .60 .55 .47 .40 .56 .33 .62 
~- Fron. s;eiritual Leaclershi;e Qualities Inventer~·, p. 
p. 7. 1980, by F. B. Wichern, Richardson, TX: Believer 
Renewal Resources. N r.ot provided. 
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sc Nil Gel LG sw BF 
.24 
.46 .17 
.46 .12 .42 
.63 .16 .48 .45 
.55 .34 .42 .53 .43 
.53 .C9 .E7 .47 .61 • 54 
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The criterion-validity of the SLQI was examined by 
Wichern (1979). The inventory discriminated by total 
SLQI score Bible church elders and non-Christians (! = 
3.36, p ~ .05, ~ = 33). Townsend (1980) found that two 
groups of church leaders scored signficantly higher that 
non-Christians <! = 7.99, £· ~ .001, N = 71). Subjects 
in both studies were all males. 
In a study of 51 males from Portland, Oregon, the 
total score of the SLQI was found to signficantly 
correlated to the Spiritual Well-Being Scale (r =.702, 
£· ~ .01) and the Intrinsic and Extrinsic subscales of 
the Relicrious Orientation Scale (!_ = .623, £· ~ .01~!. = 
-.437, £• ~ .01) (Ewing, Parker, and Quinn, 1983). While 
this study reveals the existence of some relationships 
of the SLQI to other measures of religiosity from the 
perspective of a summed SLQI score and provides a degree 
of concurrent validity, the SLQI is lacking in 
empirically demonstrated construct validity. At this 
time, no study has demonstrated predicted relationships 
between theoretically related scales at the subscale 
level nor has a factor analysis been conducted at either 
the item or subscale level. 
Spiritual Well-Being Scale 
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The Spiritual Well-Being Scale (SWB) developed by 
Paloutzian and Ellison (1979a, 1979b) was used a measure 
of religiosity in this study. This instrument is a 
general measure of spiritual well-being in which the 
construct of "spiritual well-being" is conceptualized as 
a continous variable. The construct could be defined as 
the "spiritual dimension of human welfare" and reflects 
the human need for "transcendence" (Ellison, 1984, p. 
33 0) • 
The SWB is corr.posed of 2 0 i terns scored in a Likert 
scale format (six point scale ranging from strongly 
agree to strongly disagree in order to preclude neutral 
repsonses). Responses for each of the items are assigned 
a numerical value from 1 to 6. Ten of the items were 
constructed to measure Religious Well-Being (RWB) and 10 
items were constructed to measure Existential Well-Being 
(EWB). The primary distinction between the subconstructs 
of the RWB and EWB is the presence of a reference to God 
in RWB items. No such reference is present in EWB items. 
The SWB scale produces three scores: (1) a total SWB 
score, (2) a summed score for religious well-being 
items, (3) a summed score for existential well-being 
items. 
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Test-retest reliability coefficients from 100 
student volunteers at the University of Idaho were .93 
(SWB), .96 (RWB), and .86 (EWB) (Paloutzian and El lisen, 
1982). Coefficent alphas, an index of internal 
consistency were .89 (SWB), .87 (RWB), and .78 (SWB) in 
the same study. 
- ·~,...-- ---· -· . 
In addition to the above indices of high 
reliability and internal consistency, the SWB has 
demonstrated concurrent and construct validity through 
factor analysis of items and predicted correlations with 
other theoretically related scales. In a factor analysis 
of the SWB items, two factors with eigenvalues greater 
than 1.0 were present. All of the items with reference 
to God loaded on the RWB factor. The existential items 
loaded on two sub-factors, "one connoting life direction 
and one related to life satisfaction" (Ellison, 1984, p. 
333) • 
The SWB has correlated with other measures in 
predicted directions in several studies. Paloutzian and 
Ellison have demonstrated that the SWB correlates 
negatively with the UCLA Loneliness Scale (1979a, 1979b, 
1979c; Ellison and Paloutzian, 1978), positively with 
the Purpose in Life Test (1979a; Ellison and Paloutzian, 
1979), and positively with the Intrinsic subscale of 
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Allport and Ross's (1967) Religious Orientation Scale 
(1979a). Campise, Ellison, and Kinsman (1979) 
demonstrated a positive correlation between self-esteem 
and spiritual well-being as measured by the SWB. Ellison 
and Economos (1981) found the SWB, RWB, and EWB to be 
significantly correlated to a number of variables that 
include: (1) worship orientations and devotional 
practices which promote a sense of personal acceptance 
and communion with God, (2) the average number of 
worship services attended each month and (3) the average 
amount of time spent in dailly devotions. 
Religious Orientation Scale 
The second measure of religiousity administered in 
this study was the Religious Orientation scale (ROS). 
This instrument has been widely used to measure 
Allport's concept of Intrinsic (I) and Extrinsic (E) 
orientations to religion (1950, 1954, 1959, 1966; 
Feagin, 1964; Allport and Ross, 1967). 
This inventory is composed of 21 items scored in a 
predominantly Likert format. Items are scored from 1 to 
5, with 4 or 5 indicating an extrinsic orientation, 1 or 
2 indicating an intrinsic orientation, and a score of 3 
being given to any item omitted. Total score is simply 
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the sum of the 21 scored items. Subscale scores (I and 
E) can be obtained by summing the respective items 
composing those subscales. 
Feagin (1964) reported that item to scale 
correlations ranged from .22 to .54 while subscale 
correlations (item to subscale) ranged from .54 to .71 
for I and from .48 to .68 for E. Allport and Ross (1967) 
reported similar findings. In addition to the above 
reports of internal consistency, the ROS had 
demonstrated its construct validity in many studies 
(Robinson and Shaver, 1978). 
In general, intrinsic orientation connotes that 
which is primary and internalized. The religion is 
incorporated into the fabric of one's personality. Thus, 
for example, when there is a conflict between 
motives (e.g., between the religious motive and an 
economic or sexual one}, the intrinsically religious 
person would behave in ways consistent with religious 
motive. Such persons are said to live their faith 
(Paloutzian and Ellison, 1979a). 
The extrinsic orientation, on the other hand, is 
best described as utilitarian. The extrinsic person 
participates in religion for self-serving ends, and is 
therefore more likely to compromise the religion in 
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mixed motive situations. These persons are said to use 
their faith (Paloutzian and Ellison, 1979a). 
Robison and Shaver (1978) note that studies 
indicate that the ROS discriminates between four rather 
than two types of religious orientations. These include 
the previously defined intrinsic and extrinsic types, 
and in addition, types labled indiscriminately 
proreligious and indiscriminately antireligious. The 
indiscriminately proreligious and antireligious types 
appear to contradict themselves in that they express 
blanket support or condemnation (respectively) for all 
religious items. 
Relationships in predicted directions in many 
studies have contributed to tht construct validity of 
the ROS. Strikland and Shaffer (1971) demonstrate the 
relationship betweeen religious orientation and 
internal/external control of reinforcement. Spilka 
(1977) demonstrated predicted positive relationships 
between "committed" religiosity with intrinsic 
religiosity. Other researchers have demonstrated various 
behavioral and attitudinal correlates (e.g., Allen and 
Spilka, 1967; Bateson, 1978; Fleck, 1981; Hodge, 1972; 
Hood, 1970; King and Hunt, 1969: McConahay, 1969; 
Wilson, 1960) consistent with the constructs of the ROS. 
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The 21 item version of the ROS (Feagin, 1964) was used 
in this study. 
Interpersonal Behavior Survey 
The Interpersonal Behavior Survey (IBS) was 
developed to distinguish assertive behaviors from 
aggressive behaviors and the sample subclasses of these 
behaviors (Mauger and Adkinson, 1980). The individual 
IBS scales fall under four categories: (1) validity 
scales, (2) aggressiveness scales, (3) assertiveness 
scales, and (4) relationship scales. Descriptions of 
each scale are taken form the IBS manual (Mauger and 
Adkinson, 1980). 
The validity scales reflect test-taking attitudes. 
The Denial scale (DE) "indicates a hesitancy to admit to 
common but socially undesirable weaknesses and 
feelings". The Infrequency Scale (IF) indicates "a 
tendency to endorse items that less than 10% of the 
normative sample endorsed". The Impression Management 
scale (1M) "measures the degree to which impression 
management plays a part in a person's responses to the 
IBS items" (the tendency to describe oneself in socially 
approved ways). 
The aggressive component of the IBS includes seven 
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subscales. The General Aggressiveness, Rational scale 
(GGR) •measures the general response class of 
aggresiveness over a wide variety of item content 
including aggressive behaviors, feelings, and 
attitudes". The Hostile Stance (BS) scale "measures an 
antagonistic orientation toward other people, a view of 
the world that justifies aggression in order to get 
ahead in life or to protect oneself". The Expression of 
Anger (EA) scale "is an indication of the tendency to 
lose one's temper and express one's anger in a direct, 
forceful manner". The Disregard for Rights scale {DR) 
"measures the tendency to ignore the rights of others in 
order to protect oneself or to gain an advantage". The 
Verbal Aggressiveness scale (VE) "gives an indication of 
the using of words as weapons by doing such things as 
making fun of others, criticizing, and putting others 
down". The Physical Aggressiveness scale (PA) "samples 
behavior that indicate indirect or passive expression of 
aggressiveness". 
The assertive COffiponent of the IBS includes eight 
subscales. The General Assertiveness, Rational scale 
(SGR) "is a general measure of assertiveness". The Self-
Confidence scale (SC) "measures the expression of 
positive attitudes about one's self and the expression 
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of self-assurance". The Initiating Assertiveness scale 
(IA) wis an indication of leadership potential and the 
tendency to take an ascendent role in groups". The 
Defending Assertiveness scale (DA) •reflects behaviors 
related to standing up for one's rights". The Frankness 
scale (FR) •samples the willingness to clearly 
communicate one's true feelings". The Praise scale (PR) 
"reflects one's degree of comfort in giving and 
receiving praise". The Requesting Help scale (RE) 
"measures the willingness to ask for reasonable favors 
and help when they are legitimately needed". The 
Refusing Demands scale (RF) "indicates the willingness 
to say 'no' to unreasonable or inconvenient demands from 
others". 
Finally, the IBS includes three "relationship" 
scales. The Conflict Avoidance scale (CA) measures the 
tendency to "evade open disagreement or conflict with 
others". The Dependency scale (DP) "indicates the degree 
to \<.'hich a person is dependent upon others" to meet 
emotional needs. The Shyness scale (SH) "samples social 
behaviors such as friendliness, participation in social 
events, and the enjoyment of social interaction". 
The reliability characteristics of the IBS have 
been demonstrated using a test-retest format over both a 
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2-day and 10-week period and the coefficient alpha 
internal consistency procedure. The coefficients of 
stability, test and retest means and standard 
deviations, and standard errors of measurement are 
presented in Tables 4 and 5. 
Construct validity has been demonstrated through 
factor analysis and predicted significant correlations 
with theoretically related scales (convergent and 
discriminant validity). The results of factor analytic 
studies described in the IBS Manual are presented in 
Table 6. These are second order factors, since the IBS 
clinical scales included in these studies were developed 
using item-level factor analysis. The pattern of loading 
is similar in both community residents and college 
student samples. 
In the analysis provided in Table 6, the first 
factor is defined by substantial loadings from all of 
the assertiveness scales. The second factor is defined 
by loading from the two aggressiveness scales (HS and 
EA-S). These results argue for a nview of the IBS as an 
inventory that samples two broad response classes. It 
also supports the importance of individual scales" 
(~auger and Adkinson, 1980, p. 15). 
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Table 4 
Internal Consistency of IBS Scales 
Derivation Cross-~alidation 
Sample a Sample 
Scale 
DE .66 .57 
IF .64 .53 
IM .66 .62 
GGR .88 .87 
GGE .73 .73 
GGR-S .74 .72 
HS c .81 
EA .86 .84 
EA-S c .69 
DR .63 .60 
DR-S .65 .62 
VE .71 .68 
VE-S .70 .69 
PH .70 .69 
PH-S .53 .40 
PA .86 .82 
SGR .90 .88 
SGE .70 .68 
(table continues) 
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Scale Derivation Cross-galidation 
Sample a Sample 
SGR-S .64 .63 
sc c .79 
IA c .77 
DA c .77 
FR .61 .67 
FR-S c .67 
PR .69 .63 
PR-S .62 .62 
RE .60 .59 
RE-S .60 .67 
RF .33 .52 
RF-S .11 .53 
CA .76 .76 
DP .83 .82 
SH .90 d 
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Notes. From Interpersonal Behavior Survey Manual, p. 
12, by Paul A. Mauger and David R. Adkinson, 1980, Los 
Angeles: Western Psychological Services. The 
reliability coefficients in the above table were 
calculated according to the coefficient alpha internal 
consistency reliability procedure. an=l50 college 
students. bn=159 college students. ccoefficient alpha 
not calculated since it was derived through factor 
analysis for a sample. dcoefficient alpha not cross-
validated for this sample. 
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Table 5 
Tt:st-rett!st Relii:lbilit;c: of IBS Scdles 
2-Ddy Interval a 10-Wt:ek Intervdlb 
Scale First:. Test Second Tt<st First Test Second 'l'est 
X so X SD r SI:: X SD X so r SE 
m m 
DE 51.49 11.41 51.26 11.39 .90 3.61 46.85 10.43 4(;.63 10.25 .93 2.76 
IF 48.26 8.88 50.28 11.26 .84 3.56 44.76 6.14 45.28 6.30 .87 2.21 
GGR 48.40 10.91 41l.70 11.48 .93 2.1l9 45.38 8.4tl 44.~2 8. 21 .92 2.40 
GGE 48.93 11.82 47.58 12.35 .94 2.90 45.28 8.12 45.07 7.54 .81 3.54 
GGR-S 48.84 11.28 49.56 12.09 .88 3.91 46.92 10.76 45.73 10.22 .90 3.40 
HS 49.95 "' 12 .oo 49.70 13.46 .92 3. 39 44.90 8.27 44.43 8. 33 .88 2.86 
EA-S 47.84 9. 33 47.02 9.24 .85 3.61 46.08 9.63 45.23 8.75 .86 3.60 
DR-S 48.02 9.83 49.37 10.94 .89 3.26 44.20 7.14 44.05 7.90 .81 3.11 
VE-S 48.44 10.09 48.63 10.77 .91 3.03 49.92 9.23 48.58 9.08 • 91 2. 77 
PH-S 47.88 11.12 46.21 9.87 .84 4. 4 tl 44.17 8.25 43.83 8.29 .93 2.18 
SGR 50.98 9. 72 50.56 9.97 .96 1. 94 54.15 8.tltl 54.95 8.ll4 .93 2.35 
SGE 49.88 10.32 50.40 11.00 .93 2.73 Sr. 97 10.62 53.13 10.88 .93 3,00 
SGR-S 50.16 9.44 49.51 9.26 .90 2.99 52.38 9.76 53.68 9.89 .92 2.58 
sc 50.79 10 .llO 50.19 11.07 .93 2.U6 55.13 8.10 54.68 8.80 .89 2.69 
IA 49.84 10.90 51.23 10.43 .94 2.67 53.33 10.87 54.00 10.89 .90 3. 44 
DA 52.09 9.75 52.14 9.38 .90 3. 08 51.62 9. 9l 53.05 9.67 .92 2.80 
FR-S 50.05 9.74 49.58 9.94 .85 3.77 52.17 9.06 52.65 8.91 .80 4.05 
PR-S 48.2B 10.53 47.70 11.23 .92 2.9!i 53.17 9.30 52.58 9.70 .90 2.94 
RE-S 51.19 9.81 50.09 9.45 .77 4.70 56.07 7.51 56.22 8.21 .87 2. 71 
RF-S 53.05 9.12 50.95 11.34 .71 4. 91 51.00 9.34 51.97 9.71 .89 3.10 
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Notes. From Interpersonal Behavior Survey Manual, p. 
13, by Paul A. Mauger and David R. Adkinson, 1980, Los 
Angeles, Western Psychological Services. All 
reliability coefficients were calculated using samples 
of college students. None of the first test to second 
test differences between scale means (T-score means) was 
statistically significant. an=43 college students. 
bn=68 nursing students. 
TABLE 6 
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Factor Loadings and Communalities of Full-length IBS Scale 
Scale Factor I Factor II Factor III Communality 
DE -.13 -.61 .oo .39 
IF -.13 .16 .82 .71 
IM .18 -.66 .08 .48 
HS .22 .65 .33 .59 
EA .12 .66 .22 .50 
PA -.38 .65 .23 .63 
sc .78 -.05 -.10 .62 
IA .66 -.02 -.01 .43 
DA .79 .04 -.13 .65 
FR .70 .25 .10 .56 
DP -.55 .45 .04 .51 
Percentage of common variance attributed to: 
Factor I Factor II Factor III 
48.4 40.4 11.3 
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Notes. From Interpersonal Behavior Survey Manual, p. 
16, by Paul A. Mauger and David R. Adkinson, 1980, Los 
Angeles: Western Psychological Services. The values in 
the above table were calculated using a sample of 106 
female and 75 ·male college students. 
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Convergent and discriminant validity of the IBS has 
been demonstrated by predicated correlations with 
established personality inventories using samples from a 
number of populations. Examples of such predicated 
correlations are the correlation of .63 of the SGR scale 
with the Dominance scale of the Edwards Personal 
Preference Schedule (EPPS) in a sample of guidance 
graduate students. Disriminant validity for SGR is seen 
from the .22 correlation with the Aggression scale on 
the EPPS. The IBS manual provides further substantial 
documentation of convergent and discriminant validity by 
means of predicted correlations with theoretically 
related scales. 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 
The MMPI (Hathaway and McKinley, 1967) has been 
the object of an enormous volume of research studies. 
Buros' (1978) Eighth Mental Measurements Yearbook cites 
over 5,000 studies on the MMPI. Dahlstrom, Welch, and 
Dalstrom (1975) list over 6,000 references on its 
clinical and research applications. Although the MMPI 
has not lived up to its initial intent of diagnosing 
patients into distinct psychiatric disorders according 
to single scale elevations, it has proved useful in 
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generating behavioral descriptions and inferences about 
individuals on the basis of their MMPI profiles (Graham, 
1979). 
Reliability and validity data for the individual 
MMPI and validity scales have been reported for several 
different normal and clinical populations in Dahlstrom 
,et al. (1975) and Graham (1977). Due to the design of 
this study, the reliability factor as influenced by 
intervals of time is particularly germane. Short 
interval (1 day to 2 weeks) test-retest coefficients 
range from .70 to .85 and coefficients for longer 
intervals of one year or more range from .35 to .45. 
These coefficients of stability compare favorably with 
those of other personality instruments (Graham, 1977). 
Internal consistency data for individual MMPI scales 
have been summarized for many different populations 
(Dahlstrom et al., 1975). Typically, these values range 
from .60 to .90, although some estimates vary 
considerably. 
Validity studies on the MMPI have been conducted on 
numerous populations using wide range of criteria, as 
attested by the thousands of studies published on the 
MMPI. Graham (1977) stated that it is difficult to reach 
definitive conclusions about the validity of the MMPI, 
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but voices his belief that the validity data suggest 
that the MMPI is the most valid personality instrument 
of those that have been been studied empirically" (p. 
325) • 
Due to widespread familiarity of the MMPI scales 
and for the sake of economy of space, this study will 
assume that readers have a basic familiarity with the 
scales of the MMPI. For that reason, they will not be 
reviewed in detail. Graham (1977) can be consulted for 
a good introduction to the MMPI. 
In summary, this study will employ two measures of 
religiosity (SWB and ROS), one measure of interpersonal 
behavior skills (IBS), and a measure of clinical 
psychopathology (MMPI) as instruments through which 
construct (discriminant and concurrent) validity will be 
examined for the SLQI by means of predicted 
correlations. Appendix B contains specimens of each of 
the research instruments used in this study. 
CHAPTER 3 
Results 
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This chapter presents the statistical methods used 
to test the hypotheses and questions of this study and 
the results obtained. Data collected from the 90 
subjects produced scores from five self-report 
inventories for a total of 62 variables for each 
subject. Formulas described in Statistical Package 
for the Social Science (SPSS) (Nile, Hull, Jenkins, 
Stienbrenner, & Bent, 1975) were used to compute the 
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) for the three 
sample groups: Pearson Product Moment Correlation 
Coefficients and two-tailed T-tests of significance were 
used to examine the hypotheses, and principle components 
factor analysis with Varimax rotation and confirmatory 
factor analysis by means of the multiple groups method 
to evaluate the questions. 
Critical values for the two-tailed T-test for 
Pearson Product Monent Correlations and F tests for the 
one-way ANOVA were designated at the £ < .05 
significance level (one-tail). Factor loadings greater 
than .40 with principle components factor analysis and 
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Varimax rotation were considered significant. 
Descriptive Statistics 
Demographics for each subject were not collected 
during the procedure of this study, but data is 
collected each year by the Office of Admissions at the 
seminary. They are given here in order to provide a 
better description of the subjects than "a first-year 
student at Dallas Seminary" and are germane to an 
understanding of the sample and to the generalization of 
the results of this study. Only demographic information 
from the first year Th.M of the 1982-1983 entering class 
(population from which the random subjects were 
selected) is presented. Information provided below was 
collected during the August 1982 seminary registration 
procedures and was made available by the Office of 
Admissions at Dallas Theological Seminary (Dallas 
Theological Seminary, Personal Communication, February 
3, 1983). 
All subjects were males and the mean age was 27.4 
years. Married students composed 65.8% of the sample and 
of those students, 68.9% had no children, 11.4% had one 
child, 14.2% had 2 children, 3.2% had 3 children, and 
2.3% had four or more children. Those whose 
undergraduate degrees came from a secular college or 
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university composed 56.6% of the sample. Graduates from 
Christian liberal arts colleges composed 20.1% and 
graduates from Bible colleges composed 23.3% of the 
sample. While in college, 56.5% did not participate in 
any parachurch organization, 21% participated in Campus 
Crusade for Christ, 7.6% participated in Inter-Varsity, 
7.6% participated in Navigatiors, 3.2% participated in 
Young Life, and 4.1% participated in others. 
Reasons for choosing the seminary for graduate 
school included (more than one choice could be 
indicated}: doctrinal position (63.5%}, Bible teaching 
(77.2%), emphasis on the biblical languages (53.4%}, 
total academic program (50.7%), faculty (73.1%), alumni 
(50.2%), reputation (74.4%), and recommendation of 
pastor (32.9%)m recommendation of other Christian leader 
(31.5%), recommendation of students (24.7%), and other 
reasons (5.5%). Finally, at the time of the survey, the 
primary goal of entering students included: unspecified 
(20.5%), pastoral (47.0%), teaching (14.2%), counseling 
(1.4%), missions (10%), and others (6.9%). 
The homogeneity of the sample can be demonstrated 
from the fact that a one-way ANOVA of the two groups 
sampled produced significant (£ ~ .05) F scores on only 
two of the 62 variables (Gentle, SLQI and Scale 2, 
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MMPI). Significant differences between group means for 
two variables from a sample of 62 variables can be 
attributed to chance. Appendix C contains the results 
of the one-way ANOVA. 
Mean scores and standard deviations for each 
variable was also computed for the entire sample. 
Tables 7 through 11 give this descriptive data for the 
Spiritual Leadership Qualities Inventory (SLQI), the 
Religious Orientation scale (ROS), and the Spiritual 
Well-Being scale (SWB), the Interpersonal Behavior 
Survey (IBS) and the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 
Inventory (MMPI) respectively. 
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Table 7 
Means and Standard Deviations of SLQI Scales 
variables Mean Upper Limit S.D. 
u 7. 63. 9 1.34 
GR 6.81 8 0.97 
AR 6.37 8 1.24 
• R 6.76 9 1.61 
0 7.94 9 1.04 
HY 10.16 11 1.12 
AT 8.76 11 1.52 
T 12.94 17 2.34 
p 13.79 17 2.50 
F 13.22 16 1.52 
HW 14.34 16 1.63 
GT 10.43 14 2.62 
QT 10.16 12 1.86 
sc 5.62 8 1. 69 
NA 10.30 11 0.83 
Gd 11.37 13 1.97 
LG 10.58 13 1.87 
(table continues) 
variables 
sw 
HP 
Total SLQI 
Note. N=90 
Mean 
7.19 
8.40 
182.88 
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Upper Limit S.D. 
10 1.53 
10 1.40 
222 18.06 
Table 8 
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Means and Standard Deviations of the ROS 
Variables 
TOTAL 
Intrinsic Subscale 
Extrinsic Subscale 
Note. N=90 
Table 9 
Mean 
31.33 
12.01 
19.36 
Means and Standard Deviations of the SWB Scales 
Variables 
SWB 
RWB 
EWB 
Note. N=90 
Mean 
109.99 
56.19 
53.78 
Upper Limit 
120 
60 
60 
S.D. 
6.41 
2.73 
5.53 
S.D. 
9.44 
5.15 
5.31 
Table 10 
Construct Validity 
81 
Means and Standard Deviations of lBS Scales 
Variables Mean S.D. 
DE 57.03 9.99 
lF 43.58 4.92 
IM 60.36 11.39 
GGR 35.33 6.96 
HS 36.15 7.50 
EA 39.19 7.12 
DR 38.31 4.76 
VE 38.99 6.78 
PH 38.78 6.32 
PA 37.37 5.35 
SGR 51.90 7.12 
sc 52.20 8.48 
IA 50.79 7.75 
DA 48.99 8.17 
FR 47.46 9.67 
PR 53.37 9.26 
RE 51.84 9.40 
(table continues) 
Variables 
RF 
CA 
DP 
SH 
Note. N=90 
Mean 
53.21 
54.11 
46.44 
52.37 
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S.D. 
9.66 
9.48 
8.52 
9.48 
Table 11 
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Means and Standard Deviations of MMPI Scales 
Variables Mean S.D. 
? 1.99 .34 
L 56.21 8.85 
F 51.09 4.03 
K 62.18 8.10 
1 51.01 6.45 
2 50.04 7.32 
3 58.48 6.61 
4 57.73 7.90 
5 62.43 7.77 
6 54.67 7.22 
7 55.67 6.83 
8 55.42 6.56 
9 54.20 9.78 
0 49.59 6.61 
Note. N=90. K-corrected T scores. 
Hypotheses 
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H1 stated that there would be significant positive 
relationships between the subscales of the SLQI and the 
total score of the SWB. Table 12 shows 14 of the 19 
subscales of the SLQI eid correlate significantly in a 
positive direction. Nine of the SLQI subscales 
significant at £ ~ .005. The SLQI subscales Upright, 
Greed, Desire to be an Overseer, B0ly, Gentle, and Not Self-
Willed failed to demonstrate a sig~ificant relationzhip 
to total SWB score. 
Table 12 
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Intercorrelations Between the SLQI and the SWB and ROS 
Variables SWB RWB EWB ROS E I 
u .189 .240* .107 -.127 -.120 .067 
GR .072 -.013 .140 -.127 -.044 .207 
AR .245* .235* .212* -.075 -.019 .134 
R .357** .340** .310** -.069 -.047 .091 
0 -.052 -.067 -.029 -.010 .185 .378** 
Hy .211* .215 .166 -.067 -.100 .011 
AT .264* .166 .314** -.240* -.287* .005 
T .409** .255* .480** -.135 -.114 .093 
p 
.386** .306** .393** -.089 -.125 -.043 
F .290* .240* .283* -.176 -.178 .049 
HW .231* .226* .144 -.192 -.217* .011 
Gt .196 .149 .210* -.194 -.156 .143 
QT .401** .331** .433** -.172 -.105 .197 
sc .299** .206 .340** -.058 -.045 .053 
NA .316** .274** .297** -.040 .021 .131 
Gd .354** .259* .384** -.115 -.047 .194 
LG .446** .402** .407** -.303** -.225* .256* 
(table continues) 
Variables SWB 
SW .144 
HP .420** 
Total SLQI .491** 
RWB EWB 
.083 .179 
.340** .418** 
.396** .494** 
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ROS E 
-.230* -.188 
-.077 -.042 
-.235** -.187 
I 
.157 
.097 
.187 
Notes. E and I are scored in opposite directions; I 
correlations are reversed in this table to indicate true 
direction of correlations. 
N=90 
*£ ~ .05, **£ < .005, two tailed T-test. 
H2 stated that there would be significant positive 
relationships between the subscales of the SLQI and the 
Religious Well-Being (RWB) subscale of the SWB. Table 
12 shows 13 of the 19 subscales of the SLQI did 
correlate in a significant positive direction with six 
of the SLQI subscales significant at £ ~ .005. The SLQI 
subscales Greed, Desire to be an Overseer, Able to 
Teach, Gentle, Self-Controlled, and Not Self-Willed 
failed to demonstrate a significant relationship to the 
RWB subscale of the SWB. 
H3 stated that there would be significant positive 
relationships between the subscales of the SLQI and the 
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Existential Well-Being (EWB) subscale of the SWB. Table 
12 shows 13 of the 19 subscales of the SLQI did 
correlate in a significant positive direction with 10 of 
the SLQI subscales significant at£~ .005. The SLQI 
subscales Upright, Greed, Desire to be an Overseer, 
Holy, Husband of One Wife, and Not Self-Willed failed to 
demonstrate a significant relationship to the EWB 
subscale of the SWB. 
H4 stated that there would be significant positive 
relationships between the subscales of the SLQI and the 
Intrinsic (I) subscale of the ROS. Table 12 shows that 
only the SLQI subscales Holy (£ ~ .005) and Lover of 
Good correlated in a significant positive direction with 
I. It should be noted that the total SLQI score 
correlated very strongly with each of the SWB scales, 
but showed no relationship to the I and E subscales of 
the ROS. 
H5 stated that there would be significant negative 
relationships between the subscales of the SLQI and the 
aggressive behavior subscales of the IBS. Table 13 
shows that 16 of the 19 SLQI subsscales correlate 
significantly in a negative direction with the General 
Aggressiveness, Rational scale of the IBS. All but 2 of 
the 16 relationships with this general measure of 
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aggressiveness were significant at the p ~ .005 level. 
Out of a 133 correlations between the subscales of 
the SLQI and the seven aggressiveness subscales of the 
IBS, 103 demonstrated significant negative relationships 
and 80 of those were significant at the p < .005 level. 
The SLQI subscales Greed, Desire to be an Overseer, and 
Holy showed no significant relationships to the 
aggressiveness scales (except for HY correlating with 
disregard for Rights, r = -.257, p ~ .05), thus 
accounting for 20 of the 30 nonsignificant 
relationships. Table 14 shows the correlations between 
the SLQI and the assertive and relationship scales of 
the IBS. 
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Table 13 
Intercorrelaticns Bt!tween the SLQI and the Val.idi.ty and Aggressiveness Subscal~s of the IBS. 
Variables DE IF IM CGR HS EA DR VI:: PH PA 
u .278* -.159 .410** -.431** -.359** -.222* -.323** -.397** -.173 -.310** 
GR .223* .049 .27l:l* -.163 -.152 -. 073 -.150 -.060 -.056 -.184 
AR .336** -.218* .452** -.390** -.357** -.313** -.306** -.303** -.163 -.349** 
R .569** -.176 .424** -.466** -.4~7** -.412** -.335** -.447** -.230* -.386** 
0 .122 -.097 .086 .006 .054 -.050 .060 -.023 .189 -.015 
HY .210* -.086 • 231* -.120 -.113 -.114 -.257* -.019 .001 -.125 
AT .433** -.198 .592** -.41~·· -.390** -.468** -.273** -.3?0** -.339**-.488** 
T .414*" -.296** .489*• -.358** -.34?** -.347** -.294** -.247* -.210* -.562** 
p .277* -.247* .496** -.415** -.353** -.438** -.214* -.272* -.211* -.375** 
F .250* -.007 .325** -.244* -.243* -.257* -.222* -.171 -.146 -.292** 
HW .275* -.217* .272* -.314** -.271* -.115 -.260* -.295** -.024 -.190 
GT .306** .108 .450** -.515** -.484** -.352** -.375** -.469** -.278* -.367** 
QT .3!!4 .. -.210* .512** -.548** -.490*" -.473** -.273* -.444*" -.29!-*-.435"* 
sc .329** -.173 .446** -.380** -.348** -.229* -.355** -.418** -.329**-.398** 
NA .269* -.162 .344** -.322** -.339** -.210* -.30&** -.286* -.190 -.394** 
Gd .393** -.177 .489** -.496** -.483** -.480** -.265** -.33~·· -.458**-.488** 
LG .300** -.160 .445** -.440** -.393** -.277* -.339** -.340** -.163 -.309** 
sw .)41:1** -.169 .401** -.284* -.319** -.259* -.219* -.237* -.106 -.310** 
HP .)71** -.249* .556** -.512** -.546** -.42R** -.372** -.37!1** -.230* -.426** 
Total SLQI .555** -.257* .710** -.644** -.60~·· -.529** -.465** -.519** -.3)6**-.560** 
Note. N=90. *E < .05, **E < .005, two-tailed T te::.t. 
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T<lblc 14 
Intercorr.:lations Between the SLQI and the A,;sertiv.::ness iind Reldtjonshie Scdles of the IBS 
V.:J.riables SGR sc lA DA FR PH RE RF CA DP SH 
u .005 .148 -. 043 .071 -.158 .075 .153 .100 .114 -.270• -.035 
GR .oo8 .077 -.058 -.081 -.066 .086 -.030 .101 .066 -.121:1 .042 
AR .220* .315** .159 .031 -.003 .321** .098 .023 .081 -.094 -.126 
R .184 .199 .131 .085 -.053 .092 .243* .145 .092 -.404 -.208* 
0 .1)3 .043 .147 .070 .036 .073 -.056 .035 -.091 -.0(J9 -.018 
HY .045 .015 .0:.!3 .100 -.040 -.031 .043 .180 -.108 -.245* -.052 
AT .115 .125 .029 .036 -.085 .109 -.001 .309** .093 -.366** -.116 
T .JiB** .369** .176 .243* .123 .182 • 136 .310** -.128 -.404** -.363 .. 
p 
.261* .294** .184 .115 .119 .224* .105 .126 .027 -.373** -.279* 
F .297* .l79 .262* .126 .110 .141) -.023 .11:12 -.109 -.365** -.134 
HW .138 .040 • 131 .071 -.117 .035 .014 .09ti .101 -.434 .. .076 
GT -.116 .055 -.178 -.243 -.199 .141 -.063 -.023 .358** -.178 -.030 
QT .170 .3o2**-.023 -.055 .038 .258* .207* .100 .015 -.289* -.257* 
sc -.078 -.049 -.115 -.098 -.274* -.009 -.072 .151 .307*• -.2l5* -.045 
NA .202 .299** .101 .033 .026 .107 .087 • 096 -.010 -.405•• -.232* 
Gd .194 .230* .069 .135 .099 .130 .049 .147 -.028 -.303** -.160 
LG .212* .218* .164 .107 -.022 .201 .108 .075 -.008 -.293•• -.1ti2 
sw .294** • 2"17* .063 .179 .097 .156 .067 .253* -.060 -.258• -.107 
HP .242* .330** .197 .003 .006 .339** .186 .o9u ,057 -.303** -.426** 
Total SLQI .271- .327** .123 .082 -.031 .245* .116 .034 .082 -.502** -.25)* 
~· N•90. *e ~ .005, **e ~ .005, •rwo-tiiiled T-test. 
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Table 15 
Intercorrelations Between the SLQI and the MMPI 
Variable& ? L F K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 
u -.004 .173 -.008 .173 .050 -.200 -.099 .060 -.098 .245* .053 .123 .065 -.101 
GR .022 .188 -.061 .347**-.017 .105 -.019 -.020 -.025 .018 -.011 .044 -.238* -.019 
AR .083 .109 -.182 .341**-.023 .120 .113 .006 -.069 .039 .001 .024 -.150 -.186 
R .043 .474**-.215* .384** .206 .028 .155 .073 -.240* .037 .031 .282* .040 -.172 
0 .022 -.035 .188 -.055 .023 -. 019 -.061 -.024 -.027 .029 • 013 • 013 -.052 -.060 
U'l .069 .244* .002 .114 .042 -.037 .007 .041 -.120 .035 .109 .110 .091 -.162 
AT .103 .263* -.182 .382** .116 -.087 .135 .048 -.283* .096 -.001 .094 -.020 -.197 
T -.056 .305**-.158 .460**-.013 -.253* .130 .193 -.306** -.037 -.208* -.018 .135 -.329** 
p 
-.081 .277* -.318** .560** .269* -.149 .207 .010 -.303** .036 .078 .210* -.010 -.379** 
F .076 .237* -.177 .312'"* .190 -.029 .197 • 021 -.139 .238* -. 021 • 024 .092 -.093 
HW -.101 .205 -.135 .154 -.111 -.150 -. 012 -.132 -.123 -.023 -.151 -.102 -.039 -. 073 
GT .050 .104 -.039 .411** .150 .034 .302** .133 -.089 .220* .144 .193 -.130 .056 
QT -.128 .375**-.305** .478** .249* -.125 .212* .045 -.152 .114 .047 .169 .063 -,357•• 
sc -.024 .126 -.110 .284* -.101 .068 -.039 -.028 -.253* .001 -.105 .002 -.079 .049 
NA .063 .288* -.190 .348** .132 -.045 -.040 .049 -.185 .079 -.050 .096 • 022 -.111 
Gd -.014 .368**-.171 .560** .119 -.099 .146 .196 -.166 .132 -.063 .130 -.104 -.171 
LG .024 .186 -.256* .367 .. .210* -.180 .147 .155 -.097 .154 .017 .195 .037 -.270* 
sw .136 .254* -.329** .227* .030 -.039 .062 -.201 -.151 -.071 -.273* -.186 .045 -.136 
HP -.106 .2t17* -.162 .382** .218* -.209* .279* .097 -. 011 .330** .042 .203 .107 -.450** 
·rotal .001 .405**-.271** .598** .182 -.148 .216* .084 -.271* .153 -.048 .159 -.007 -.299** 
Notes: ( 11 N=90 
(2) *.e ~ .05, **e ~ .005, Two-tailed T-test. 
( 3) K-corrected T scores 
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H6 stated there would be significant positive 
relationships between the subscales of the SLQI and the 
IM scale of the IBS and the K scale of the MMPI. Table 
13 shows that all of the SLQI subscales except for 
Desire to be an Overseer correlate positively with the 
IM scale of the IBS and all but three were significant 
at p ~ .005. Table 15 shows that 15 of the 19 subscales 
of SLQI correlate positively with the I< scale of the 
MMPI and all but two of those correlations are 
significant at the E ~ .005 level. 
Questions 
The questions in ttis study concerned the factorial 
composition of the SLQI at the scale level. A principle 
components factor analysis produced five factors with an 
eigenvalue greater than 1.0 (See Table 16). These fiv~ 
factors explained a cumulative percentage of variance of 
59.9%. The first factor accounts for 33.9 percent of the 
total variance and 56.6% of the variance explained by 
the first five factors. When the factors are rotated to 
a Varimax solution, the scales load as presented in 
Table 17. 
While this loading makes "conceptual" sense, the 
high amount of variance accounted for by the first 
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factor alone and high correlations among the factors 
call the five-factor explanation of internal structure 
into question. Table 18 shows the high correlations 
between the factors in the five-factor explanation. 
Table 16 
Varimax Factor Analysis of the SLQI 
Factor Eigenvalue Percent of Variance 
1 6.440 33.9 
2 1.606 8.5 
3 1.190 6.3 
4 1.104 5.8 
5 1. 040 5.5 
6 0.986 5.2 
7 .843 4.4 
8 .741 3.9 
9 .704 3.7 
10 .696 3.7 
11 .576 3.0 
12 .500 2.6 
13 .486 2.6 
14 .471 2.5 
15 .399 2.1 
16 .356 1.9 
17 .331 1.7 
18 .290 1.5 
19 .241 1.3 
Note. N=90 
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Cumulative Percentages 
33.9 
42.3 
48.6 
54.4 
59.9 
65.1 
69.5 
73.4 
77.1 
80.8 
83.8 
86.5 
89.0 
91.5 
93.6 
95.5 
97.2 
98.7 
100.0 
Table 17 
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix of 
Subscales Factor 1 Factor 2 
u .153 .745** 
GR .117 -.066 
AR .143 .279 
R .615** .196 
0 -.026 -.036 
Hy .234 .224 
AT .400* .361 
T .717** .180 
p 
.658** .301 
F .085 .357 
HVi' .092 .357 
Gt .161 .669** 
QT .605** .377 
sc .189 .350 
NA .354 -.183 
Gd .712** .115 
LG .365 .629** 
sw .492* .239 
HP .447 .648** 
SLQI Subscales 
Factor 3 
.054 
.102 
.144 
.147 
-.021 
.097 
.456* 
.367 
.273 
.725** 
.456* 
.193 
-.132 
.401* 
.663** 
.185 
.37 
.034 
.100 
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Factor 4 Factor 5 
.138 .254 
.615** .040 
.638** -.067 
.092 .273 
.124 • 789** 
-.267 .690** 
.036 .196 
.020 .053 
.074 -.160 
.097 • 021 
.347 .186 
.309 -.170 
.397 .095 
.253 .039 
.043 -.039 
.220 .139 
.008 .067 
.425 -.007 
-.054 • 072 
Note. N=90. *=loading greater than .40. **loading greater 
than .60. 
Table 18 
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Correlations Among Factors in the 5-Factor Analysis 
Factors 1 
1 
2 .713 
3 
4 
5 
.535 
.503 
.701 
2 
.370 
.551 
.645 
3 
.227 
.351 
4 5 
.387 
In an attempt to provide a factorial explanation 
which has low overlap between factors, a confirmatory 
factor analysis was performed using the multiple groups 
technique (Gorsuch, 1983) that forced a three-factor 
explanation. This structure still reflects a high 
amount of shared variance between factors (See Tables 
19 and 20). 
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Table 19 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of a 3-Factor Structure 
Subscales Factor Factor Factor Communalities Residual 
1 2 3 Variance 
u • 672 .402 .731* .621 .379 
AR .452* .241 .040 .341 .659 
AR .609* .336 .242 .433 .567 
R .494 .646* .461 .432 .566 
0 .047 .065 .471* .366 .634 
Hy .171 .302 .629* .535 .465 
AT .519 .730* .500 .544 .456 
T .537 .792* .474 .630 .370 
p 
.566 .737* .367 .555 .445 
F .460 .627* .370 .396 .604 
HW .607* .459 .3gl • 372 .628 
Gt .698* .467 .422 .492 .508 
QT .695* .501 .366 .498 .502 
sc .591* .445 .316 .367 .633 
NA .261 .574* .165 .384 .616 
GD .539 .723* .427 .523 .4 77 
LG .674 .558 .691* .558 .442 
sw .634* .462 .325 .426 .574 
HP .653 .551 .735* .587 .413 
Factor 
Communality .302 .290 .216 .477 .523 
Note. *:largest loading of subscale 
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Table 20 
Correlations Among Factors for a 3-factor Confirmatory Analysis 
Factors 1 2 3 
1 
2 
3 
.704 
.680 .576 
When a two-factor explanation was forced using the 
same technique, the correlation between scales 
decreased sharply. Table 21 shows two-factor SLQI 
structure. It should also be noted that in this 
forced explanation of factoral composition the first 
three factors of the original five-factor structure 
collapse to form the first factor and the remaining 
two-factors collapse to form the second factor in this 
two-factor structure. 
Table 21 
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis of a 2-Factor SLOI Structure 
Subscales Factor Factor Communalities Residual 
1 2 Variance 
u • 621* -.036 .403 .597 
GR .289 .612* • 414 .586 
AR .492 .604* .530 .470 
R .629* -.034 .413 .587 
0 .083 -.528* .306 .694 
Hy .352 -.587* .540 .460 
AT .673* .007 .462 .538 
T . 716* .042 .517 .483 
p 
.692* .196 .488 .512 
F .594* .060 .353 .647 
HW .583* .177 .348 .652 
Gt .623* • 271 .421 .579 
OT .641* .261 .440 .560 
sc .564* .174 .326 .674 
NA .423* .070 .179 .821 
Gd .668* .099 .446 .554 
LG .697* .035 .491 .509 
sw .583* .202 .354 .646 
HP .682* -.029 .482 .518 
Factor 
Communality .337 .068 .417 .584 
Notes. Correlation among factors=.148. *=largest loading 
of subscale 
Chapter 4 
Discussion 
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This paper evaluates and interprets the results of 
the previous chapter. In addition, this chapter will 
critique the process of construction, format, and 
present purpose and use of the Spiritual Leadership 
Qualities Inventory (SLQI}. The chapter includes the 
following sections: sample, hypotheses, questions, 
implications, suggestions for further research, and 
conclusions. 
Sample 
Subjects used in this study were all students in the 
first year of a four-year Master of Theology (Th.M} 
degree plan at Dallas Theological Seminary. One-way 
ANOVA of the two sample groups on all variables 
produced significant differences between group means 
within the boundaries of chance (see Appendix C). It 
can therefore be assummed that the nonrandom group 
(Group 2) did not differ significantly on mean scores 
from the random groups (Groups la and lb) because of 
sampling procedures. It should also be noted that 
comparable numbers of subjects participated from each 
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entering class used in the study (43 for Groups la and 
lb; 4.7 for Group 2). 
The sample population for this study was selected 
primarily for three reasons: (a) the sample was 
composed of religious males preparing for leadership 
roles {b) the SLQI is presently used to assess this 
population of seminary students at the beginning and 
end of their seminary career (c) availability of the 
subjects for testing. The importance of the nature of 
the group on which validity is examined cannot be 
underestimated (Anastasi, 1976). The American 
Psychological Association's (1974) Standards for 
Educational and Psychological Tests states 
Any selective factor determining the composition 
of the validation sample should be indicated in a 
manual or research report. The sample should be 
described in terms of those variables known or 
thought to affect validity. Evidence of validity 
should be obtained for subjects who are of the same 
age or in the same educational or vocational situation 
as the persons for whom the test is recommended. (pp. 
36-37) 
Therefore, the appropriateness of this sample for a 
study of the construct validity of the SLQI can best be 
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argued on the grounds that it is designed to be ~sed 
with this population (male aspirants to leadership in 
evangelical Christian groups) and it is currently being 
used to assess this population. 
The nature of this sample dictates that the 
results of this study are best generalized to other 
seminary students of the same school, to seminary 
students of other comparable seminaries, and to other 
male Christians in other organizations who have a 
comparable age and educational background. 
Generalization to different populations should be made 
with caution. 
Descriptive statistics from this study also 
provide information about the sample. Tables 7, 8, and 
9 give the mean scores and standard deviations on the 
three measures of religiosity. When compared to the 
Analysis Profile for the SLQI (see Appendix B), mean 
sample scores for the SLQI subscales all fall within 
the profile range of "normal Christian" and 
"spirtiually mature". There is no normative data in 
the SLQI manual (Wichern, 1980) with which total SLQI 
scores in this sample can be compared. 
Mean score of the sample for the SWB was 109.99 
out of a maximum score of 120. The subscales also 
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reflect high scores with a mean of 56.19 (RWB) and 
53.78 (EWB) out of a maximum scores of 60 in each 
scale. The sample reflects very high religious and 
existential well-being, and consequently, very high 
"spiritual well-being" as measured by the SWB for this 
sample. 
Mean scores for the I and E subscales of the ROS 
show a strong intrinsic religiosity in the sample. 
Sample mean score for the I subscale was 12.01 compared 
to the most extrinsic of 9 (I is scored in the reverse 
direction) and mean score for the E subscale was 19.36 
out of a possible high of 60. 
Mean T scores for Denial and Impression Management 
of the IBS in Table 10 reflect a strong tendency to 
answer items in a socially approved manner. The sample 
mean T scores on the aggressiveness subscales were all 
below 40. When considered with the high mean T scores 
of the validity scales, these scores reflect a 
reluctance on the part of the sample to admit 
aggressiveness; alternatively, the sample may show 
below average tendencies to manifest aggressive 
behavior. Assertiveness and relationship mean T scores 
fell within one standard deviation of the norm. 
While the age of the MMPI scores should be taken 
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into consideration when compared to the other 
inventories, high mean T scores reflected the same 
tendency seen on the IBS to answer questions in a 
socially desirable manner. All mean T scores (K-
corrected} on the MMPI except scale 5 fell within one 
standard deviation of the norm. The elevation of this 
scale may reflect a strong interest in artistic, 
aesthetic, 
tendencies. 
cognitive pursuits, or passive 
Average scores of the sample from the test 
battery used in this study would reflect a highly 
intrinsic religious profile which claimed to be 
experiencing a high sense of well-being and commitment 
to biblical values. The profile further reflects a 
strong tendency to deny problems and psychopathology, 
to deny feeling or acting out aggressively, to embrace 
nonsterotyped masculine interests, and to value 
cognitive pursuits. 
Consideration must be given as to why 90 seminary 
students would give one to two hours of their time to 
this research. Reasons for subject participation may 
have been because: (1} the invitation to participate 
was written on Dallas Seminary stationary and signed by 
the Director of Counseling Services {see Appendix A} 
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(2) anonymity was assured for the purposes of the study 
itself through the assignment of numbers to subjects by 
the secretary of the Counseling Services yet (3) test 
protocols themselves were placed in the personal files 
of each subject by the secretary of Counseling Services 
so that each participant could have his scores 
interpreted if he so desired (4) the subjects had a 
genuine interest in participating in research that 
would hopefully provide information about spiritual 
maturity in general and the usefulness of the SLQI in 
particular. 
In summary the SLQI, according to the SLQI manual, 
has been validated on pastor, elder, seminarian, and 
non-Christian populations, but no information as to the 
denomination, location, or age of the subject sample is 
provided (Wichern, 1980). Recognized test standards 
consider the validation of test essential (American 
Psychological Association, 1974). In order for the 
validation study to accurately reflect the validity of 
a test (in this case construct validity), the sample 
must reflect the population for which the test is to be 
administered and should be identified with norms given 
in the test manual. For this reason, the sample used in 
this study is appropriate to the purpose of the SLQI 
and the intent of this study. 
Hypotheses 
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The hypotheses in this study relate to the 
predicted significant (£ ~ .05) relationships between 
the subscales of the SLQI and the other inventories 
used in this study. Anastasi (1976) states that one of 
the principle means of evaluating the construct 
validity of a new inventory is by correlating the new 
inventory with theoretically related and established 
tests. Due to the fact that this is the first 
examination of construct validity of the SLQI at the 
subscale level and the lack of theoretically related 
inventories, predicted relationships were hypothesized 
on a rational basis. Hypotheses presuppqse that the 
biblical constructs outlined in 1 Timothy 3 and Titus 1 
(independently or in clusters) are necessary elements 
of spiritual maturity or leadership. 
Two scales which tap the religious domain, the SWB 
and ROS, were employed as theoretically related 
inventories. There is sufficient psychometric 
credibility for these two tests to rationally generate 
predicted relationships between those tests and the 
subscales of the SLQI. Hl through H4 relate to those 
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predicted relationships and examine a type of construct 
validity known as convergent validity (Anastasi, 197f). 
H1 through H3, as reported in the results, were 
partially but not completely supported. The rationale 
for H1 was that the conEtructs of each of the subscales 
of the SLQI would produce, be the result of, or in some 
way be related to an overall measure of "spirtiual 
well-being" or the ability "to transcend physical 
handicaps and suffering and to experience spiritual and 
emotional health and growth" as measured by the SWB 
scale (Ellison, 1984, p. 332). 
While Ellison states that spiritual well-being may 
not be the same thing as spiritual maturity, he also 
admits "we would expect a spiritual mature person to 
have a very positive sense of well-being" (1984, p. 
332). Bufford (1984), however, has cast some doubt on 
Ellison's assumption that spiritual well-being is 
distinct from spiritual maturity (as measured by the 
Spirtiual Maturity Inventory). It has been shown 
that spiritual well-being is correlated with high self-
esteem, adequate social skills, family togetherness, 
high quality of parent-child relationships (Campise, 
Ellison, and Kinsman, 1979), and purpose in life 
{Ellison and Paloutzian, 1979), and negatively 
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correlated with depression and loneliness (Paloutzian 
and Ellison, 1979a). 
As noted in the results, 13 subscales of the SLQI 
had significant positive relationships with the SWB and 
EWB subscales of the Svm, most of them significant at£ 
< .005. These findings generally support the 
hypothesized relationship between spiritual maturity or 
leadership as defined and measured by the SLQI and 
spiritual well-being as defined by the SWB scale. Some 
SLQI subscales which did not have significant 
relationships with all three scores of the SWB, Good 
Reputation, Desire to be an Overseer, and Not Self-
Willed did not correlate significantly with any SWB 
scale. Absence of correlation between SWB scales and 
these three subscales suggest that the latter do not 
accurately quantify their constructs or are unrelated 
to spiritual well-being as measured by the SWB. 
H4 was postulated on the rational assumption that 
spiritual maturity or leadership as reflected by the 
subscales of the SLQI would be significantly related to 
Intrinsic religiosity as defined by the 21 item version 
of the ROS (Allport and Ross, 1967; Feagin, 1964). The 
Intrinsic (I) subscale has been shown to have a 
significant relationship with an internal locus of 
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control (Strickland and Schaffer, 1971) and "committed" 
religiosity as defined and measured by Spilka (1977). 
The fact that the results demonstrated significant 
relationships between the I subscale on only two 
subscales of the SLQI (Desire to be an Overseer and 
Lover of Good) fails to confirm the hypothesis. This 
weakens the construct validity of the SLQI. 
The mean sample score (12.01) and small standard 
deviation for I in this sample (2.73), combined with low 
scores on Extrinsic religiosity (also with limited 
variance), indicate a very intrinsic population with 
little variance on the construct. The fact that Desire 
to be an Overseer correlated very strongly with I and 
had no correlation to any SWB score raises question 
about the construct validity of this scale since 
Intrinsic religiosity has been shown to be 
significantly correlated to all three scores of the SWB 
scale (Ellison and Paloutzian, 1979). However, the 
absence of correlation in this instance may be related 
to the attenuated range of I for this sample. A more 
diverse sample in regard to intrinsic religiosity would 
provide an opportunity to examine this explanation. 
The IBS and the MMPI were added to the battery to 
provide measures of a tendency to endorse items in a 
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socially approved manner and to provide discriminant 
and convergent validity (Anastasi, 1976). It was 
assumed that characteristics of spiritual leadership 
or maturity would reflect appropriate relationship 
skills (measured by the IBS) and an absence of clinical 
psychopathology (measured by the MMPI). 
HS was postulated on the basis of the rational 
assumption that spiritual leadership or maturity as 
measured by the SLQI would be diametrically opposed to 
the direct or indirect expression of aggressiveness as 
defined and measured by the IBS. As demonstrated in the 
results, this hypothesis received considerable support. 
Only Good Reput~tion, Desire to be an Overseer, and 
Holy did not correlate with any of the Aggressiveness 
subscales significantly in a negative direction (except 
for Holy correlating with Demanding Rights). As would 
be expected, SLQI total score correlated strongly in a 
negative direction with each of the Aggressiveness 
scales. The results of these correlations strengthen the 
overall discriminant validity (and therefore the 
construct validity) of the SLQI but continues to cast 
doubt on the validity of the subscales Good Reputation 
and Desire to be an Overseer (both also failed to 
correlate positively with any IBS measure of 
assertiveness). 
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Several other correlations concerning some of the 
SLQI subscales and the assertiveness and relationship 
scales are worth discussion. Temperate, Prudent, and 
Able to Manage Family as defined by the SLQI manual are 
all characteristics which one would expect to require 
or reflect assertiveness, self-confidence, and healthy 
social interaction. The significant positive 
relationships between Temperate and Prudent with SGR 
(general measure of assertiveness) and Self-Confidence, 
coupled with the negative relationships to Dependency 
and Shyness strengthen the construct validity of those 
subscales. The same can be said of the positive 
relationship between Able to Manage Family with SGR and 
Initiating Assertiveness and the negative relationship 
with Dependency. The strong positive relationship of 
Gentle to Conflict Avoidance reflects the operational 
definition of "one who yields his rights in order to 
avoid strife and promote the good of othersn (Wichern, 
1980, p. 3). However, this construct may not be 
healthy and may not be Y.'hat Paul had in mind when he 
used the term epieidis in 1 Timothy 3. 
Finally, as Table 13 shows, there is a tendency 
for the SLQI subscales to correlate negatjvely with the 
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Dependency and Shyness subscales of the IBS, and in 
fact, the total SLQI scores had significant negative 
correlations with both. The discriminant validity of 
those scales correlating significantly to the 
Dependency and Shyness subscales is strengthened on the 
rational assumption that as traits of spiritual 
leadership or maturity, they would not be related to 
unhealthy relationship styles. 
H6 proposed a significant positive relationship 
between a tendency to endorse subtle items in a socially 
desirable manner (K,IM) and high scores on the SLQI. The 
hypothesis was postulated on the basis of the nature of 
the sample (graduate students) and the purpose of the 
MMPI administration (admission candidates). It should 
be noted here that the purpose of examining the 
correlational relationships between the subscales of 
the SLQI and the Impression Management (IBS) and K 
(MMPI) scales was not to demonstrate construct 
validity, but to evaluate the impact of social 
desirablity on SLQI scores. The validity of any test is 
threatened by denial or defensive distortion on the 
part of the respondent (Wiggins, 1973). 
The strong positive relationship between SLQI 
subscale scores and the IM and K scales suggest the 
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probability that respondents denied inadaquacies in 
constructs or traits that the SLQI attempts to quantify 
(Duckworth, 1979). The high sample mean scores and the 
strong positive relationships between the subscales of 
the SLQI and all of the validity scales of the IBS and 
MMPI suggest (1) in the absence of a curvilinear 
relationship between validity scales and the SLQI, 
caution should be exercised when the validity of the 
SLQI is considered with this population and (2) 
consideration should be given to providing a measure of 
social desirability for the SLQI. 
In summary, the results of the previous chapter 
concerning the hypotheses provide at best marginal 
construct validity for the SLQI on the basis of 
correlations with the SWB, ROS, IBS, and MMFI. 
Relationships between the subscales of the SLQI and the 
SWB proved overall to be noteworthy (except for three 
subscales of the SLQI). However, the fact that only two 
subscales of the SLQI correlated significantly with the 
I subscale of the ROSin a very intrinsic sample 
weakened the convergent validity of the SLQI on the 
basis of reported strong correlations between the scale 
of the SWB and the I subscale of the ROS. The 
attenuated range of I for this sample should also be 
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taken into consideration. As expected, most of the 
subscales demonstrated very strong negative 
relationships to the aggression subscales of the IBS as 
well as no significant relationships to the pathology 
scales of the MMPI. As a result of the strong 
relationships between the subscales of the SLQI and the 
IM (IBS) and K (MMPI) subscales, the mixed results of 
the hypotheses of the study should be considered in 
light of the sample's strong tendency to answer self-
report inventories in a soically desirable manner. 
Further exploration of the construct validity of the 
SLQI is discussed in the next section. 
Questions 
The questions of this study relate to the 
factorial composition of the SLQI at the subscale 
level. Anastasi (1976) suggests that factor analysis of 
a test at the item level, scale level, or with a 
battery of other tests contributes to the "factorial 
validity" or to an understanding of the factorial 
composition of the test. A factor analysis at the scale 
level such as the one reported in the results of this 
study provides an empirical explanation of variance 
attributable to each factor in this particular sample 
(Kerlinger, 1973). 
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The SLQI, by the definition of the traits measured, 
design, purpose, scoring format, and interpretive 
methodology attempts to quantify 19 separate and 
distinct constructs. However as rule, most tests 
consist of only two to seven significant factors. 
Wichern (1980) in the SLQI manual acknowledges the 
clustering of SLQI subscales in his suggestions for 
SLQI interpretation. He proposes two different "ways" 
to interpret an SLQI profile. 
First, he suggests that the SLQI subscales can be 
evaluated on the basis of "externals, internals and 
God". The "external" factor is how the respondent 
evaluates how others perceive him (Upright, Above 
Reproach, Good Reputation, Respectable, Family, Not 
Quick-Tempered, Gentle, and Self-Willed). The 
"internal" factor is how the respondent perceives 
himself (Able to Teach, Temperate, Prudent, Overseer, 
Husband of One Wife, Not addicted to Wine, Greed, Love 
of Good, Hospitality, and Self-Controlled). The "God" 
factor is simply how he evaluates how God perceives him 
(Holy). 
Second, Wichern (1980) suggests that the scales 
can be clustered according to social attitudes or 
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behaviors. These "categories" include leadership (Able 
to Teach, Overseer, and Family), interpersonal 
relationships (Self-Controlled,, Not Quick-Tempered, 
and Gentle), life values (Not Addicted to Wine and 
Greed), self-awareness (Temperate and Prudent), 
community relationships (Upright, Good Reputation, 
Above Reproach, and Respectable), self-centeredness 
(Love of Good, Hospitality, and Not Self-Willed). 
The weaknesses of this approach to understanding 
the factorial composition of the SLQI is twofold: (1) 
it is a rational explanation with no empirical basis 
(2) it is difficult to distinguish even rationally 
derived factors on the basis of "self-perception" since 
the SLQI is a "self-report" instrument. By applying 
subjective techiniques to the construction and 
interpretation of the SLQI, the test itself then falls 
prey to the very same problem it would attempt to 
alleviate in the leadership selection processes of 
religious domains. The empirical evaluation of 
factorial composition through factor analysis with a 
specific sample provides objective criteria by which 
the composition of the SLQI can be more reliably and 
accurately discovered for that sample. 
The five factors produced by a principle 
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components factor analysis with eigenvalues above 1.0 
(Table 16) (Kerlinger, 1973) in the results "explained" 
or accounted for 59.9% of the total variance. Since the 
rotation was Varimax (the first factor explains the 
largest amount, etc.) and orthogonal, the comunalites 
of the factors and the proportion of the total amount 
of variance of each factor did not change with the 
rotation of the axes. 
The nearly 60% of variance accounted for by the 
five factors of this factor analysis is respectable as 
far as the performance of other tests is concerned. The 
five factors (Table 17) produced from this advanced 
technique for examining correlational data also make 
some degree of intuitive sense. Suggested "labels" for 
each of these factors are offered below based on an 
examination of items for each scale. 
Factor 1 could be described as "Internal Locus of 
Control". It is composed of the scales Temperate 
{assertive of opinion, confident), Greed 
(nonmaterialistic, oriented to spiritual values), 
Prudent (responsible, emotionally stable, good manager 
of time and money), Respectable {organized, respected 
by others), Not Quick-Tempered (Handles anger 
appropriately, assertive), and Not Self-Willed 
(altruistic, considerate of others). 
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Factor 2 could be described as "Interpersonal 
Skills". It is composed of the scales Upright (honest, 
without prejudice), Gentle (nonaggressive, patient), 
Hospitable (actively compassionate towards others), and 
Lover of Good (optimistic, holds to biblical values). 
Factor 3 could be described as "Self-Control". It 
is composed of the scales Able to Manage Family (family 
leader), Not Addicted to Wine (avoids excess or 
substance abuse), Able to Teach (knowledge of 
Scripture, ability to communicate), Husband of One Wife 
(control of sexual impulses, moral sexual behavior), 
and Self-Control (control of impulses). 
Factor 4 could be described as "Reputable". It is 
composed of the scales Good Reputation (reputable) and 
Above Reproach (reputable, honest). 
Factor 5 could be described as "Intrinsic 
Participant in Spiritual Lifestyle". It is composed of 
the scales Desire to be an Overseer (aspirant to church 
leadership) and Holy (devout, places priority on the 
Bible and relationship to God). 
While some intuitive sense can be made of the 
above five-factor explanation of the SLQl 
(Table 17), the results show that: (1) Factor 1 accounts 
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for an overwhelming amount of variance (33.9%) in 
relation to the other factors (2) a cursory examination 
of trait definitions in the SLQI manual (Wichern, 1980) 
and the author's attempts above demonstrate a lack of 
precise construct definitions (3) correlationf among 
factors in the five-factor explanation of the SLQI are 
very high (Table 18), indicating a relatively large 
amount of common variance and therefore indistinct 
factors. 
A confirmatory factor analysis using the multiple 
groups technique (Gorsuch,l983) and forcing a three 
factor explanation still produced high factor 
correlations (Table 19 and 20). However, a two-factor 
confirmatory factor analysis produced a low factor 
correlation (£ = .148). In this two-factor explanation 
of factorial composition, the Factors 1-3 and 4 and 5 
collapse into the first and second factors 
respectively. In essence, the subscales Good Reputation 
and Above Reproach load positively and the subscales 
Desire to be an Overseer and Holy load negatively to 
the second factor of this two-factor explanation of the 
SLQI. The 15 other subscales all load positively on the 
first factor. These results cast serious doubt on the 
ability of the SLQI to discriminate 19 separate factors 
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or constructs. In fact, a two-factor explanation 
appears to best reflect the present structure of the 
SLQI. 
The result of the subscale factor analytic 
examination suggest that either there is a large degree 
of item-to-subscale infidelity present in the SLQI, or 
assuming such fidelity, spiritual maturity and/or 
leadership as measured by the SLQI is best explaned by 
a large "G" or "general" factor and one or more "s" or 
"specific" factors. A cursory examination of the item-
to-scale assignment in the SLQI suggest the former is 
the best probable explanation. 
As noted in the methodology, the construction of 
the SLQI included item generation by Wichern (1979, 
1980) that was based upon operational definitions of 
Scriptural "qualities". Wichern (1980) then notes that 
the item poo 1 was given to "a panel of nine sern inary 
professors" who scored the items in the direction which 
would best reflect manifestation of the 19 traits" (p. 
1). However, Wichern then notes the next step in the 
construction of the test was the rewritting of the 
items to "obtain a 60/40 balance of affirmative 
statements" (p. 1). This revision, however, 
contaminates of the "face validity" of the SLQI since 
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some of the items were rewritten after evaluation by 
the judges. In addition, the scoring key of the SLQI 
reflects 29% of the items are actually scored in the 
affirmative. 
The scoring key reflects item-to-scale overlap 
(the same item is used on different subscales), item 
redundancy (the same item is scored twice on the same 
scale), and questionable item-to-scale assignment (the 
item content does not appear to reflect the operational 
definition of the scale trait). For example, on the 
subscale Prudent, items 73 and 98 are exactly the same 
("I sometimes feel a goal for myself would be to never 
rely on anyone for anything"). The same is true of 
items 87 and 98 on the same subscale ("I find it hard 
to set aside a task that I have undertaken, even for 
short time). Item number 77 on the Prudent subscale is 
the same as item number 204 on the Not Self-Willed 
scale ("When I get into a conversation I am 
uncomfortable unless I get people to talk about 
subjects I kno~ a great deal about"). Wichern (1980) 
defines "Prudent" as someone "who is not swayed by 
impulses, but rather has his character and conduct 
under control" (1980, p. 3). The item assignment of 
"There is no respect these days for people who really 
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do not know what is going on" (item number 76) is at 
least curious if not inappropriate to the trait 
definition. 
Several other items are scored on two different 
scales, repeated within the same scale, or are of 
questionable appropriateness for the trait definition. 
When the same item appears and is scored twice in the 
same scale for a cumulatively designed test (Prudent 
had a standa~d deviation of 2.5), the score will be 
artifically inflated or deflated. When the content 
of an i tern does not ref 1 ect the definition of the trait 
being measured, the item only contributes to the error 
variance of the scale. 
The examples of poor item assignment and 
credibility mentioned above, and those not mentioned 
for the sake of space, undoubtably contribute 
significantly to the results of the factor analysis in 
this study. There is no possibility of scale validity 
if the integrity of the items which compose it is 
lacking. 
In summary, the marginal results of the 
correlational and scale level factor analytic data cast 
serious doubt on the construct validity of the SLQI 
with this sample. The implications of these results are 
discussed below. 
Implications 
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The result of this study indicates that there is a 
need to reconsider the present value of administering 
the SLQI to the seminary population with which it is 
now used. It is may also be advisable to withold 
distribution of the inventory to other users until 
such time as further studies on the construct validity 
of the test can be performed and the problems suggested 
by this study are resolved through a revision of the 
present SLQI. 
The Standards for Educational and Psychological 
Tests (1974) states that 
When a test is published or otherwise made 
available for operational use, it should be 
accompanied by a manual (or other readily available 
information) that makes every effort to follow the 
recommendations of these standards and, in 
particular, to provide the information required to 
substantiate any clai~s that have been made for its 
use. (pp. 9-10) 
At the present time only minimal information (in view 
of the above standards) exists to substantiate the use 
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of the SLQI in the seminary population where it is now 
used or on a wider basis in churches or evangelical 
Christian organizations. 
The recommendation that the SLQI be used only for 
research purposes is made on the basis of the absense 
of a sufficient number of studies. Validity is not proved 
or disapproved on the basis of a single study. At the 
present time more studies on the reliability and 
validity of the SLQI are necessary. Suggestions for 
further research are made below. 
Suggestions for Further Research 
Despite the marginal support provided for the SLQI 
in this study, the epistemology of the inventory's 
constructs is unique (Gorusuch, 1984) and appropriate 
to a specific need of a specific population. Wichern 
has clearly started the development process of a badly 
needed instrument and is to be commended for his 
intent. Any instrument that attempts to economically 
and efficiently quantify information for decision 
making in a particular group must consider and reflect 
the value system of that group. By using biblical 
information about the qualities of a leader to compose 
constructs, items, and scales, Wichern (1980) has 
ackno~ledged the importance of the Bible to evangelical 
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Christianity. The continuing development of a more 
reliable and valid SLQI is an important goal. 
Further research should be considered both in the 
construction and validation of the SLQI. The results of 
this study suggest that a reexamination of the 
biblical passages on which the SLQI is predicated is 
needed to discern whether or not the qualities given 
are intended to be mutually exclusive (Getz, 1974). 
It appears that item-level analysis is 
particularly important. This should be directed towards 
(1) eliminating item overlap (2) eliminating item 
redundancy (3) reexanination of item-to-scale fit 
(rational and empirical) and (4) consideration of a 
Likert format to improve sensitivity to item variance. 
After item fidelity has been improved, further 
reliability and validity studies with seminarian, 
church leaders, and other populations with which the 
instrument will be used should then be performed. 
This author ~ould take exception to Gorsuch's 
(1984) suggestion that there is no need for the 
development of any more measures of religiosity. There 
is a need for further understanding of the paradigms 
(Kuhn, 1970) active in the psychology of religion. 
Issues such as the understanding of spiritual health, 
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maturity, and well-being (Ellison, 1984) should be 
further investigated in order to understand the many 
facets of religion, particularly Christianity. 
Psychology, for example, has an obligation to 
understand, respect, and when possible, aid Christians 
in seeking and securing a lifestyle and value system 
consonant with the Bible and their faith (Parker, 1981). 
Conclusion 
The purpose of this study was to examine the 
construct validity of the SLQI for a sample of male 
seminarians. The results indicate some convergent and 
discriminant validation of the SLQI. However, at the 
present time, construct validity of the SLQI is at best 
marginal. 
Correlational relationships between the subscales 
of the SLQI and those of the SWB, ROS, IBS, and the 
MMPI were mixed. High scores on the validity scales of 
the IBS and MMPI suggest the possibility that scores on 
all instruments reflected a tendency on the part of the 
sample to answer items in a socially acceptable manner. 
Scale level factor analysis of the SLQI from this 
sample suggests the possibility of a five-factor 
explanation of the structure of the SLQI. However, the 
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large amount of variance due to one factor and 
confirmatory factor analyses suggest that the structure 
of the SLQI may best be explained by a large "general" 
factor and one or more smaller "specific" factors. 
As a result of this study and the lack of others 
concerning the construct validity of the SLQI, it is 
recommended that the present administration of the 
inventory be limited to research studies. These studies 
should examine the interpretation of the passages 
involved, item level analysis, and further reliability 
and validity studies. It was also suggested that these 
validity studies be done on samples from the 
populations with which the SLQI is intended to be used. 
Finally, it was concluded that more research on 
both the constructs and measurement of religion, in 
particular Christianity, needs to be done in order to 
provide a greater understanding of the religious 
factor. Psychology has an obligation to understand, 
respect, and, when possible, aid Christians in seeking 
and securing a lifestyle and value system consonant 
with the Bible and their faith. 
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DAlLAS TH€0LOGICAL SEMINARY 
Dee.r StuC.er.t: 
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project con~ern~ng s:;:iritue.l gro-~h ~~d msturity a=ong DTS students. Thi~ 
a;tu:iy wss conceive=. by one cf our gra:iue.te~, 'J.'o::;: Pe.rl<.e:r, who is preser.tly 
workir.e: o:: his do::tcrs.te in clin:i Cf:.l psycbclcgy at Western Conservsti ve :Baptist 
Se::.ina..."':'· ir. Portle.::.a. 'l'oz: is e.lsc the interr. th:!.s yer..r in cw- CounHling 
Se:rdces. Ee is co!'lcerned, 1.~ l a::, about the che.re.cteristic of spiritue.l 
gro-~b, pe.:-ticule.::ly ~.~ students ette:-.d Df:.lle.s Se::.ine.ry an~ sper;d four t::· five 
years cf their lives here. 
T.ne study vill exe.=.ine te:t de.te. fro:: the Ml·:?I, the SLQI, e.nc tr..:ree tests tbe.t 
To~ bas selected. Tte ~ost i~p::rte.nt fe.ctcr the.t we w::~c like to assure you 
o:' is tbe.t yc·J.T :pe.:rticipstio!'l ir, the study is confide::tie.l. You Cli:l be e. sign:-
fice.::t :pe:-sor: in hel:ping us assess the :oeecs cf ct:r stu:ie:-;1. 'bod:; e.s vell as tc 
U.'"lde:-ste.r.:S the :;:·he::Jo::.enE. cf spiritue.J. g!'c-"t:: here at DT.S L'"ld in e. believe!' 1 s 
life. He:1ce, ve ree.lly neec your ht l:p e.no :pe.:rtic::l.:petior •. 
\.'e \.'Ould like yo-_: tc:. cc::::;:·lete these ir.ve:.tories \."hicl; s:h::n;,ld te.Y.e bet;:eer. lo5 
t:ir.u":.es to e.n bo..:.r e.t one s:".ttir..f. You ::~:: u~e the Counselir.£ SerY.:.ces te!.t--
ir•f roo::. or cthtr area<' as the secrete:J· \.-:.11 ::e.Y.e the::. e.ve.ilE.ble tc yo\:. If 
yc-u ca:-_"1ot co:t::;lete the i:we::tory e.t cr.e sitt.:.r.r, we \.':~6 like yc-..: tc de it 
at lee.st w:it:r.ir. tr..ree de.ys. \.~r;e:1 yo·.J bcve co!:.:;:::eted the inve:.to::-ies, :rlee.se 
ret-.:ro the::. to the se::!'etf.!"y at Cow:selir..g Services. 
It is ir.:;:·orta..."1t fer yo·..; tc ur,de:-sts:;o the.t your :t::e.terie.l w:".ll be con~ide::1tie.l. 
F.enc-e, e. :c-..:=ber --:.::.1 be e.srig::.ec to yc-.:r test :pe.::ket r:.:::S e.:l c~ your res..:ts. 
T1" .. ereE..:''tE!'• r.c testir.g ds.~e. vill be ide-~tifieC by li!";Y perscnc.:! ne....~e. F;e.ther, 
it --:.1: or.ly bto ider."tifie5 1:;: n:=:"ber. We 'lo'c..:.lC. li:Y.e tc· e.sr. yc:.u to co::;lete the 
:fon:. e1. the l:;:;tto::. cf the let"t.er g5vin£ us :pe:r:t::issio:J to utilize yo= test de.t.e. 
in tt,is Et ud:y. 
;,..,_ thE enc o~ the stu:ly, so::eti::e durir.r the fe.l: of 198:;, we here to rrovice 
yo\: \.-:itt. info:n::.e.tio:: e.b::.·,n yo·,;,!' ten res-.:.lts u.5. the 'Tes~ts cf the stu:ly. we 
v::>U:d 1!..£e.:::-; like tc e.sk yo= :pe.ctic::pe.:i::::: ~::.:l in:iicat€ ho;; i=rr:-:rta::t this 
EtuC.~· is to c;;.r co::tir.uec v:::r}: ir. e:-.coure.ge::e:-.·. of s:;:i!'itue.l gro-"t.t. cor.£" cur 
st 1.0der.ts h~re at D:-.::. Pletse ccr.ta:-:. us if yo:.: bE.Ye e.r.y questi o:1s. 
Yc-..u-s i:r. Ct:i!'t, 
Fre..:-..k E. ·-.::.~:r.err., F:.I· 
!'i!'ectcr cf C:·x-.. seli:-"; Se::-.·i ces 
l here:-.y e.:.:th:r~:z.e De..:.le.s 'Ih~::.ce-;cs:! fe::.::.:.e.ry t: reless€ r:: teE"t reL.ll'tS to 1-!.:'. 
To:-. Ps.:rke:r for the p-..u-p:se cf a reseerc!: :r:roj£ ct. l ur.derste.r.c r.y testir.£ dete. 
,..ill be tre~>tt:::l cc:-.fide::.tie.J.ly. l \.'it':. tc receive the l"es:.:J.ts. _Yes _No 
Construct Validity 
147 
februuy 1S, 1953 DALLAS THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY 
Dear Student: 
I would like to take this opportuniry tC'· ;ur. you to participzte in a resea~ch project conce~in0 spiri!lJal growth 
and maturity among DTS studenu. Th;s S!lJdy .,..25 conce;vec by one of our graduates, Tom Parker, who h 
presently workin~; on his ocxtor.atl in clinical psychology ill Westrrn Conservitive B&ptist Seminary in Portland. 
Tom is concerned, as I 01->T., about tr•= characteristic of spiritual JfOwtr., particularly&> s!lJd:nu anend Dall25 
Seminary and s;:>er.d four to five yun of their lives here. 
The uud) will exa'Tline text data from the MMPI, the SLQI, and th~r tests th2t Tom has selected. The most 
impo'tant f<~ctor that we would like to ;usure yov of is that your participation in the ~:udy is confidenrio!. You 
can be i sigr.ificant person in helpint us ;use~; the neeo; of our nudent body &> well ill to understand the 
phenomena of spiriwal growth here at DT$ anci in i believer's life. Hence, we realiy neeci your heip and pa'"tici· 
pation. 
We .,.·ould like you to do the followir.~. Fim, come to the Counseling SerYices :area anc pick up a packe: 
concerning the three additional inventories. Second, Wf would like you to tompltle thosoe inventories whi;h 
shou!d take between 45 minutes to an hour at one sittinf,. You may use the CounlOeling Services testing room or 
ot'>er area~ a: the secretar1· will mzke the~. avaiiz.bie to yo.:. If you cannot tomple!f the i:wemo:y z: one sitting. 
v.e would li~e yo.; to do it at le<.st wi:hir. three days. When you have completed the invemorieso, please 
return them to the secretary at Couns~lin& Services. 
It is important for you to unders:.and that ;-o~r materiai will be confidential. Hence, a nJmbe• will be :a.ssigr>ed to 
yowr tesr packet anc all of your result>. There<fler, nc testing da:.a wi;l be iciemifie: by any pe:sonal name. 
Rather, it will only be identified by number. 11-'t wou!c! Ilk£ to osk yo:: to complete the form or thE bottom oftht 
late! gMnr; us permission co uti!iu your test date In this study. 
At the end of the Stud\, •ometJme durinE the summer of 19E3, we hope to provide you with information about 
your test results and the ~su!ts of the study. We woul;; ag.air. like to as~ your pa'1icipation anci indicate how 
impo:um this stud) is to our continued work in encour.age"nent of spiriwa! grov.~..h among our students here at 
DTS. Please cor.uc: us if you ha1·e ;ony questions. 
FSW:cjh 
I hereby JUtt orize Dall<:> Theological Seminz~y to relec.s~ m1 test res;; lute Mr. Tor:. Pc•kt: L.>· the pu·pose of a 
rese;;~ch project. I und~:stanc my tes~int da..a will be trene.:i tonfiden~iall). I wish tc rective the resclts of this 
!otJd)'. Yes r-;o 
(Dm) 
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er, Fet:-uF-ry let}·, you ve:-e contactec conce:-::.ir.g :pe::-t:!. c!:pe.:icn i!l e. 
rese~ch t:r::-ject vhlc= de"-lt vit.r. E:;:i:-it.-.:.al grc\rtb e.:.c z::~::n:.:rity 
a:..c::.g re.:::dc:.:y I elected tTS 't·.;.ce:::te c·:!' the !:!.rst year cl&sF .• 
Yo~:- :pe.rticipation is \~te.l in c~:;::eti:::g t.bis resee.rcb e.:::d ve 
vc~d like to re=j~c yo-.:. c~ the opport~ity c! cont:-i~~ti::.r to 
cu:- l.:.I:i!ente.::.~ng c:!' tb!.s it:pcrte.r.t ~ime:::sior.. 
"A'e vo·..:l:i li:&te you to do tbe :!'cllc·.-ing. 7irs:, cor:<: t.CJ ti:e Ccw.o;eli:.:.e; 
Serv.i ces are E. e.::.d :pick 1."; E. :n='t-e:-ed :pecke: r:or:tE.i::.i::g tr:ee 'trie:!' 
:.r.-.-~::.to:ries. Second, ve vo....:c like you to co:::p:ete those ir.ven-:.o:-ies, 
v~~c= sbo~d t~e betvee'- L; :in~t.es to or.e ~o~. at oDe sitting. 
Y::;; l:t.E.Y \H:e t.be Co~se:ing Ser:'ices testir.g TC·C'l: o:- other e.ree.s e.s 
t.!::e sec:-e1.e.:-·y V::..ll ::c.Ue the:: avE.ilE.ble t.c yo-.:.. !! yo~ c~:.:.ot coq:lete 
tl:::e inventories at one sittir.t;, ve vc'o.llc like yo,_; to C.:: it a;t lee.st 
~~t~i::. tt.:ree deys. ~~e~ you heve cc:Fletec t.be i::.ver.tories, :please 
re-:.u.:r::. ~!1e::. to tbe se:::-e-::a:r;; a-:: tbe Cc-..:nse:i~ Se:-.-.:.ce£. 
::r.-:. is i.:::;:-crte.!:t for yc-.:. to l.:.."1cen-::e.::.::i. tte.t ycu.:r l:t.E.'te::-i.E.l v.i:!.l be 
c::.~:loe~ti~. F.en:e, e ::-.:.::.be:-. ~"ill be .e.s5ipec -:;: yc-..;,:- te!.":. 
:pe.cket a:::i all of yo-.;: res-.:..lts. J..t tl:e enc c~ tt..is s-::';l::y vt: ,..-::.1 
:Ut: s.-~~ .. f..:i:~b::.e to 1:-~~:.:!":.c:~ic,:: e."to::.:. y~·!ol!'" tes: r~!:'J.l-:s e.:::. t!;c 
reE -~ "ts of the J'l"'Oje:t. P~ee.se cc::'te.~t us if yc'J hs.·re c:y ~uest.iCDS. 
C8!:1 AC! CU.'.~l.A AT CCj~~s::::I!:G ~~:·T:r.t:~ 'ZE:~ t..=::::: J.:;;-;; L:::~· FZF. ~::;·,; CF 
y:::r. I'ECl2:0~\ CC!;cr:=.:\:r.:: p;._~.::r:~FJ...':'ICI;. 
f::-~. ~. ~ic=e=-~. PLJ 
t:recto:- o~ Cc=seli::.£ Services 
l he::-e"::y e.-..:th::-i:e ::Ja:....:e.s ':'":.e::c;:.::!O..l Se::.:!.:::E.!""'J t: n:::.ee.S!': :y te~:. 
r~sW.:t= fo:- t~e ~u.-pose o~ e. :-esE;~:r:::: :;:-=--:.je:-:. l "-.:s:-; t:. :-ece:ve 
-.be :res-:.llts of t:tis S't-;Jd::. -::·eE !\c 
ilice J 
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SPIRITUAL LEADERSHIP QUALITIES IN"'VENTOR)' 
This s~~-e, 15 one wa,- o~ oes:,;bin;; h:.:"11an be·n;Jo in te!'rm o! 
the:r be:.e'"· a:: iudes and vabe~ The s,•'Vt) c:o;;:,s:s o! numbered 
£tatements Read ea:~ s:ate'T';e:'lt a~.:::i de:•:l!:' wr,e:he· n is r~ve es 
app!,r:: tc y:::...~ O' false B~ a~pt~e-c r:; Y='J 
You are to ma-> your answers d"e:t;,· o·. the ScHVf)' shee: If a 
S!a!e.,..,e-.: rs TRJE o· M·)STLY TRUE. as a:::o:•c:: :c yoJ. b•acke.., in the 
c:rcle •n the cojr.n he a de: T.lf a sta•erne-:: '' FA:..S: or N07 USUA:..LY 
TRdE. as a;J;::;:.e:: :o yo:J. bla:ke•, rn t'le eire~ rn t"le :::o'u'nn headed 'F'. 
Reme:T~be·t: g•ve YOJ"! OWN opinro~ o! )'o~·se'! D;:; no: leave Bl'ly 
t:Jia'lr spa:::e;, 'yo~· ca~ avo.r:Jir. Be sure tole: yo~·~ res;:>o."lses reflect how 
yo ... lee· a: tne present tim;; 
name-----------------------------------------------
oate __________ sex ___ ------------";1&-----
occupa!•on _________ ----------------------------
Cc;-y·•g;:4;) 1930 by Fra"1•. 6 w,:·.e··. p, •. D. 
AI' r•g'1:s rese·,·e::J Nc pa~ o' !"\ s r-.a:er:a' 
rna)' be re::ro:JJCej "'i!") tor-,.. 
Frank B. Wichem, Pn.C. 
~ Believer Renewal Resources 
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TRUE FALSE 
1. tf othen fail to reeognixe how good I em It b bet.aulf of their own limiutioru .•••••••••••••.••••.•• • !J) 
2. I rarely find mvJell so overcome by emotion thlt I cannot meet the people I work with .•••••••••.•••••• .(!) 
3. At ti~ I am afraid th11 thin~;S I have done in the PISl will eatch up with me .. : .......•.•••...••.••. {J) 
"· I tulve little trouble t»cau~ of a guilty Conieienct ...•.•••.•...•....•.•.••••••••••...•..•••.• G) 
5. At my work area or desk, I t~uently c:rene 'uch a mns that I can't get ttnything done ..•..•••••....•.•• G) 
6. My will power i~ rtrong when it comes to passing up food .•..•...•..•..........•.••• , •.••..••.• G) 
7. It makes me angry when othen refuse to -=c:ept my good ideas ...••...•••••••..•••.•••.••.•.••.• @ 
B. If you don't look out for yourself nobody else will .•.•.........•.......••.•••.•.••.•••..•..• G) 
e. TM~ are 1 ~w people who know thin115 about me which If told could caUJe me great tmbariSJment •••.•.... (!) 
10. I am tometimes depres.Rd br..ause of things that I did in my pa!t .•....•..•..••••.•••••.•••••..... (!) 
11. llldmire someone who will point out an error even thoug'1 it may con them ....••....•...•...•••...• (!) 
12. lam often bothered by teelinps of guilt .••.......•....••••.....•...•..••....••••.•.••.•.• (!) 
13. I believe uch perso~ hes complete freedom to eat. drink or act homver he wanu ...•.•.•••.•..••.••..• (!) 
1~. I don't mind beingiSked to do 1 humbling job which no one el5e will uke ......•....•..•....•...•..• (!) 
15. At times I feellih rweuing ..........•......•...•..•.••.....•..•.••.•..•.••.....•.... (!) 
16. My con~cience often bothers me with the feeling that I am not doing what I ought_to be doinp ..••.•••....• (!) 
17. I otter. laugh at 1 dii'TY joke or story ju~ w my friends or co-worke•s don't think I'm stuck-up .•....•..•.•. Q) 
18. li I took e test and the grade' missed 1 misuke I made, I wouldn't tell hiM .........••...•...••.••... Q) 
19. I believe that there is e cod• which demands thit all men aC'l fairly toward one another .......•.•......•. Q) 
20. If I could pet into 1 movie without p&ying and be sure I was not seen, I would probably do i1 ..••.•.•.•..• ·® 
21. I usually feel irritated whe'l I have to take orders from others .................•.•....•..•.•..... (!) 
22. feople in my community would say that I am e person with high mora! values ..........•.••....•.•... G) 
23. At times I feel like swearing ................•...•........•.• , .•..•................... . G) 
2<1. I frequently laug~ at dirty jokes ...... , ................................••..••..••..•.•• (!) 
25. Wha! othm think of me d~s not bcther me .............•..........•....................• (2) 
26. lstc,etly enjoy someone who is good It fooling otilen ~"' if it sometimes emblrraues them ..••.....•...• G) 
27. Mor! people 1re too soft 1nd if they -re more critic:.al they would"l't Ill'! Uken adv1nupe of ...•.•.•...... G) 
28. I think nearly anyone would tell a lit to keep out of trouble ...........•..•..•.•.•..••......• , .• G) 
2!?. I frequently find myself DQing out of my W2Y to makt sure the ott>tr g:.~y has a~ equa' chanc:t ............. • (i) 
301 . ~;· . rea!ly enJOY a good ho1 argument ........................................•.•.......... 1~ 
31. I dor.'t enjoy con•ersations in whic~. the fault! or miSOHds of oth•rs are being discdsec ..•..•.......... -G) 
32. I ~retly feel good whe"l I lee:"n that wmeone I dislike ha> gomn into trouble. . . . . . ••..•.• , ..•.. , .. .G) 
33. Sometimes whe'l othe•s speak too highly of an acquaintance, I try to point out his defec~ .....•..••....•. G) 
~. It I am give'\ the wrong chanpe by a Cferk, I usually try to retum thr incorrrC'I amount .......•...••••.... (!) 
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TRUE FALSE 
~C::~ ::~~t.' .I ~o.u~~ r.'~~e: .~ ~~i~i~~a~l~ .c~~~ ~~ ~~ ~~n. ~- ~y~i-~1~~ ~d. ~~~~:~n~~~~ •. ·-· ..•.••• .(!) 
People who invest their time in nudyinQ the Bible are not aware of the real problems facing man .•...•••••.• (!) 
I ha..e ohen thoug"lt that I would like to ~ a leader in a local church ..•.•..•.••••••••••••••••••..• (!) 
The main purpose of rrn;n is to know God and worship H1m ..•.•.•••.•..••.•.•..•..••.••••••..• (!) 
Frankly, there are so man0 religions and cults that I doubt if a'1y of them a•e right ..•.•••.••.•.•.•.... 0 
I ~ometimes find myself continuing a discuuion just ~caus.e I don't want to~ Wll!'ong .••.•••••.••.•••..• (!) 
lll'!'l not impreu~ by the mer> who lud the church I attend ..••..•••.•••••••••.••••••••••..• • . 0 
Being 1ble to tuch a subj!!C"' we!! is 11 important 1$ knowing thatwbject .•.•....••••..•.••••.••..•.. (!) 
I don't h1ve any desire to~ a church leader .•..•...•.•...••.•••••••...••••••.•..••.•••••. • G) 
I would rattler read 1 good novel or 1 true life adve"ture thar. to read the Bible ... .' •.•.•...•.•.•...•.•• (!) 
I wouldn't mind being an elder or deacon if I was c:hose'l ........•...••.....•••••..••.•....•..• (!) 
While I may not consistently rtudy truths about God,! do make it a priority to we~ Him .•••.•.•..•.....• (!) 
A ~ular program of Bible rtudy should bee priority fo· most people ..•...•.•.••...•..••.....•••• .(!) 
I would like tc be 1'1 elder or deacon if chosen ...............•...••......•••...•..•..•.•.• . G) 
I believe that by meditating on the Biole and praying one may know God better ..•.•.....•......•..•. • G) 
I enjoy ~ing able to get up ir, front of a gro.;p and sharinw new ideas I have had ....•......•...•......• (!) 
Elders o• deacoru are sincere people who should be pr1ised for their work .•........••.....••....•..• {!) 
The life of Jesus shows that all men Cin know God if thh' just look in themselves ....•.•..........••..• (!) 
Some of the greatest moments of m~· life ha~e come through seeki~; to kno"" God .•.•.•••....••••..•. 0 
Theologians have so confus.ed people about religion that I would rather -~ch T.V. then read 1 religious bo::>k ..• @ 
Elders or deacon! are just like anyone else. only they try to look 90::>d ...•....•..•.......•.....••. 0 
Serving ir. activities at my church is more impor.al'\t tha., havin; time just for myself .........•...... 0 
I havP m1de the s:udy of the Bible 1nd seeking God my highert prio•ity ....•.....•...•.........•.. • G) 
I would rtt+ter help 1 person to grow spiritually than develop my own interests ........•.........•.•.. . G) 
I would feel90od about working regularly on projects for my church .......••••.....••........... • G) 
Christi?~s overemphasize the abstrac; knowl~ge of God and forget to we the good in human beings .....•.. • G) 
I 1m 1 doer, not 2 pllnner ...........................•.............•..•.....••...... • G) 
Pianl\lns ahead makes thing; turr. owt ber.er ........................••.....•...........•.. • G) 
I don't eas;ly ~=om~ i'Tlpatient w'th people ..........................••................... G) 
Talking ir, front of 1 group of people makes me very anxious ..............•.•...•..............• G) 
The main p~·pose cf mar1 is to know God 1nd worship Him ............•••.•.••••.....•........ G) 
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TRUE fALSE 
I am not aasily fWIYed by other&' opinioru ..•.•.•..•..•...•••••.•••••••••••.•••••••••••••• (!) 
I have periods of days, Wlltk5, or months when I can't "Uir.t care of things beca~.~W I can't "tet going" ••.•.••. .(!} 
I am called on by my fritnd; in times of trouble ....••...•..•.....•..•.••.••••••••••.••••..• (!) 
I feel I am -11 suited to be a luder .....•.•.....................•••••.........••..•.... (!) 
I usually have to nop 1nd think before I act tven ir. trifling ll'llntrl ..•••••••••••••••••.••.•••••.•• (!) 
I have been u~ed to lead groups whtre a difficult decisiol'l had to be l!'llde .•.•.••••...••••.••....•.•• (!) 
I do ~n~ny things which I ~ret aturw•rd (reg•et thingl more or more otten thar others seem to) ..••••••••• (!). 
I sometimes tee: a good goal for myse'f would be to never h1ve tt> rely o" 1nyone for anything ....••...•... (!) 
I don't tiSlly become impatient with people ...•.•.•......•..•....••..••.....•.•....•.••.. • G) 
I have met problems so full of possibilities that I have been almon unable to make up my mind 1bout t+M!m .••. {£) 
There is no rtKPf!Ct these days for people who r111ly know what is goinG on ••..••..•••...••..••.•..•• (!) 
W~en I gt't into 1 converutio'l I am uncomfortable unle~ lgt't people to Ulk about subjects I kno"' a 
ere.t de a. about .......••....•...••.....•.......• : ...•.•.•...••.••.••...•••.•..•. (!) 
If other people feil to recognize how vood I am i1 is be::ause of their limitations ..••••.•.....••........ G) 
I htve had periods in which I ca'fied on activitiel without knowin~ later whit I had been doing .....•....•.• (!) 
The human mind has so much potrntiel that it will be able to bring world peace,l'nd pollution, and bring 
in 1 "new 1ge .. ••••••••••••••..•••••.••••..••••.••.••.•••.••••••••••••••.•.•••••• (!) 
I feel resentment when others fail to notice and praise me for my achievements ...•..•..............•• (!) 
Peoplt who U\' that mar. is inately ba:: are jus: too pessiminic and ere ove~IC>Oking the hum&n potenti~! 
for justne~ ................•........•....•..........•...........••. · · · · · · · · · · · · -G) 
Om of m\' greatest desires is to bE a truly wi5e mar'! ....•................•..•..........•..•..• (!) 
I rarely experience times when I am 10 confus!>d l can't decide what to de ..•..•.••..............•.. {£) 
I htve pood succen in settling disputes between people .................•••...........•...•... {£) 
In order to be really s;uccessfu!. I mus: bt willing to uke big risk.s .....•....................... 0 
I fin:! it hard to set aside a tlsk that I hiYe under"Uke!'l, even for 1 sllon time ....••........•.........• @ 
lam a dOf'r, note planner ...................•...............•....••...•..•...••..... (!) 
At times I feel like s.-nashinp things ........•...•...............•.....•...............•.• (!) 
I frequently f~l like rwearrng ...........•..........................•..........•...... (!) 
I f~l better abo'-' I my fife than I ever have ..........•...............•••.••.•.....••...•... @ 
At times my thoughts have ra~ ahead faster than I could spea~ the"' ....•...•.••...•.•.......... -~ 
I Qe! lnld tasily 1nd ther: get over it soor: ............•.....••..•.•..•.•..........•.....•.. @ 
I frequently fine myself worrying 1bou1 10mething ...........•.......••••....•..........•... (!) 
When you do somet'1 ing wron~ thert is very little you can do to make it right ...•....•.•.......•.•... • G) 
WiV>ing can ~n~ke IJOC>d thin~ happen ..........................•......•...•... · · ..• · ... .(!) 
Planning ahe.C makes things tum out better ..............................................• G) 
I wmetime; feel a go::>d goal for myse 1f woulc be to never have to rtlv on l'tyone for a'tythin' ............ {i) 
I find it hard to set as! de a task that I have undenake"1, even for 1 sllort time .....................•... {!) 
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Construct Validity 
TRUE 
100. Society hu surrounded me c.'s .ex drive with too many p•ohibitions ..••.•......••.••.•••••••••.••. (!) 
101. I h1ve vel")· 1e"' QuarTels with members of my flmily ....•..•......•.•.....•.•..•••..••••.••.. (!) 
102. I want my wife/husband to 1Mi like she/he is the mon imporur.t person in my life ..•••.. , •••.•...•.•• .(!) 
103. Teen<Jgers have too many problems and should bE ignor~ .........•..••..•.•.•••.••••••••••••.• (!) 
1~. Whe~ I have problems with my fa"nily lift, I usutll; try to work harder at my job ..•.•.......••.••...•• (!) 
105. I thi•·k that '"Y ~ligit>·· which utchet That God made ma" with 1 sex drive and then aeu up restrictions 
is unreao::>nab'e .............•..... : . ....•..•.•..•...•.........• : •.....•.•.•.••..• (!) 
106. lapend time 1tlinr. ing about new and unusual ways to enjoy aex ....•..•........••...•..••••.•••.• Cj) 
107. Because mothers 1pend more time with 1tleir children they Ire ~ne• l!:>le to make decisions about privileges 
and discipline ........•......... , ..••......•.•.........•••....•.•••.••...•••...•. (!) 
106. The main part of man's life is hit work and 1 woman should uke care of the home ... , •••....••..•••.. • G) 
109. An occasiona: visit to tn adult bookstore never hun 1nyone .................••••••..•••••..... • G) 
110. If my children talked back to me, I'd spank them ....••.......•.....•..••..•••••...•.•..•••• (!) 
111. Sexual e"joyme!'lt is God's greatest gift to manldnd .•................•..........••.•.••••.•.•• G) 
1 12. Mv wife/husband end I rare!~· 1gree on any decision ...•... , ...•..............•..•.......•..•.. (!) 
113. Mv in teres; in sex is about average, but I sometimes find myse!t hl\·i!'lg ion;; periods of erotic fantasy .....••.. (!) 
114. I find I can talk more openly and honestly tv triends at work tl'la~ I can my fa,.,ily (or wile) ............•.• G) 
1 15. If I have 1 choire. I will go see a sexy movie in preference to others ............•...•.•..•..•.•...• G) 
11£. If I hac t~n·eg~ children, I wouldn't~ perticulzrly embarrassed if they were a!'Tened for alcohol or drug us< ..• G) 
117. At times whe:'! larr. aro:.md sn a~active persor. ol the opposite 5fx, I am preoccupiHl wit.'l thoughu of 
touching, embr~eing, and going tC' bed with tha: person .................•.........•.•......•.• G) 
118. It is probab'y better not to tell your children e!:>out If>: since they probabiy leern more about it at school .....• G) 
119. In the fina: analysis, pleasure is nol the most in-.o:nar.: Thing in lift ..............•.•........ , •...• G) 
1:?0. I ag•ee with the concept that "kids will bE kids," and should~ allowed to sow their "wild otts" .........•. • G) 
121. I thin>. I could give up about any1tlin!i except sexual feelings, thoug'lu, and pleuures ....•....•.. , ..•... (!) 
122. Children should make up their ovm minds on religion without thti· p1•enu' prejudices .••.....••..•••.•• (!) 
123. I would rrther read 1 megazine about current evenn tha"l a m~p.;zine which contains sex-related articles ..•.•.• (!) 
124. Mos1 of the time parents linen to Whsl their children have toW\' ...........................•...•• (!) 
125. It is ur.IMs to try to get my way at home ....•.......................•..•..............••• G) 
l:?c. Nc- one ca" tell me when and how a"ld wit+\ whom I can make love ...•...•...............•...•.... (!) 
127. I ha•e little to say about whet I u: 11 home ....................................•.........• (!) 
128 I do:;'t especial!~· enjoy watct'ting movies depicting intimat~ love scent> ......................•...•.. G) 
129. I heve little to uv about what my b"1ily does ...........•..•.•...••....•••••.••••••••••••. G) 
130. Sl!•ual enjoyment is God's grntest gitt to mankind ................•.........••...•••.•..•••• G) 
131. I went my wife!husbend to fee! like she/he is the mon imporunt person in my lilt ...........•.•••.•• • 15) 
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construct Validity 
TRUE 
132. I heve reten1mrnu which I have stored up and harbored for long periods. , •......•••••.•.•.••• , •.•.• (!) 
133. Althcu!jh I a-n Ulua!ly .-re of my immediate respon~ to 1 aituation, I have linle ditficvlty with impuftiftf'less .• (!) 
134. At times I enjoy a ec>od ergument ............•.•.....•.•••.•..•...••..•••..••.•.••••..• (!) 
135. Mon people ere uninformed and nHd JOmeone to tell them whit to do ...•••••.•.•••.•.•...••••••. .@ 
136. I will go out of my way to 1void e~usin' 1 fight. .•..•...•.•.••.••.••..•••..•.•.••.••••..•..• (£) 
137. When someone ins.Jfts or hurts me I tt.ink. for hours about thi~s I should h1ve sa•d or dont Ulget even ....•.• @ 
138. I do not let intrcruption• in my IChedul~ disor~;anizt me so thl\ I atnnot finish my ;c>ll-•..•••••••.•••.•••• (£) 
139. In meetings I in! I should hellf! something to ~o~y about every issue .....•.••...••.•.••.••.•••.•.•. .@ 
1oCD. Frequently I t.et frunrated because I atnnot think of 1 w1y to get aven with someone who destrvn h •.•••••• @ 
141. I have freQuently tound myself so oye,-whelmec by anger th11 I h1ve thrown somethin; or cvrsed .•....••.• .@ 
142. I enjoy teeing a a"'rew:J lewyer c:hangf 1 j.ury'• mind .. , ...•......•.•...•••••..••••• , ••••.•••• . G) 
143. When I think how meny stupid people are 1ilowed '10 drive, I gft angry.~ •....•.••.••......•...•.•. • G) 
144. Doins; things on the spur of the moment is jur: not ehlr1c:teristic of me ...•.•.•..•......•.•.....•••. G) 
145. It I propo$1! an idea or belief, I usually will pus~. it until the majority of people accept it ......••....•.•... G) 
146. If I were in th£ military, I would hav~ some problems in ICCepting the di.cipline ...•.••............•.•. G) 
147. I am not surprised when someone goes out of his way to please me or to help me .........•......••.•.• (!) 
148. h makes me angry when others ref;;~c to acce::n my pooc idee~ ......•.......••................. • G) 
149. lam known to my friends es a mar. who exhibits.self-discioLne ........•..•..........•.......••.• (£) 
150. It is impossible to expect th;;t any group of thinking men could agree consistently .•.•.....•.•...•...•. .(!) 
1 S 1. The ben defenwo is a strong offeme .......................•..•.•....................... • G) 
152. I believe tha: I can stop mysell from catching a cold ..................•..•...............•..• (£) 
153. I rully enjoy a g::>oe hot aq;ume:-:t .................•.....••.•••.•......••.•....••..... .@ 
1 !:><:. I hate to U'k to people who I know have ulked ba::!l1 about me in the pan ...........••..•.....•.•. • G) 
155. I be:ieve th~:: if somebody studies hacd enoug~. he or sht car. pass any 1ubject .......••..••......•..•.. G) 
1 &6. I admire the con~;n, "an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth" ............•...........•....•.• G) 
157. God ma:le the world but He expects me~ to work o..,: their own problems .........••.....•..•....... (!) 
158. Some people mal:e me sc 1ngry I'd like to shout at them or 1lap their face ..... , .•.....•.......•.... . G) 
159. 
160. 
161. 
162. 
163. 
164. 
165. 
It makes me impatient to hav~ people 1sk my ldvi~ or internJPt me when I em working 0'1 something importa"'t .(!) 
I freo..,ently find myse:! da~·do-etming about weys to vet bllck It people who have hurt me ....••...•••... . G) 
I think most people mislead their friends just to gain sympath~· and help .............•..........•..• (D 
I ca'l't think of anyone I really hau .........................................•....•...•• G) 
I hi've s::>metimes opposed people ,.+.o were try in; to do wrnething not becauH of wha: the~· ~redo in' but 
jul: to oppose them . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........................•.............•... 0) 
If I il"' an?r1· I t'>ink it's bes1 toke<;> it to myself to, seve''' days ................................ .(fJ 
It takes a 101 of trgument to con•ince most people oi the truth ...............•.................• G) 
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Construct Validity 
156 
TRUE FALSE 
166. If a credit Qrd company doesn't bill me I simply f,~ .. re that it's their problem ....••..•.••.••.•..•••• .(!) 
167. I have u~d alc~hol u~uively .•.••.•..•.. : ......•.......•....••..•..•.•...••.•...•••• (!) 
168. When lloit money I get 10 uncomfortable I Qr. hJrdly think about anything else .........•..•..•••.•• .{!) 
169. It's too bad so !"Nny people who ha•en't work~ tor h have money and positiO"l ....•..•••...........• .@ 
17C'. In the final an11\'}is, pleasure is the maio\ thing in lift ..•••.............•.......•.......•..•.• .(!) 
171. I wou!c prPf., an usy eomforuble life when: I nee<:~ tc. uert myself as linle as possible to a life ful! of 
elulienges l""ld dema,-,ds ....•..•.....••..•.. · .•.•...•.•......••....•••.•••...••..••• .(!) 
172. I couldn't Qre ItS! what people think of me as long 11 I have plenty of money •...•..•.•.•..•.......•• (!) 
173. One of the thin;: I would like to do is kHp 1 well·stocked liquor co1ltc1ion ....•.....••.•.•.•.....••. (!) 
174. If I am given the wrons chan~ by • clerk, I uwally try to nturn the incorreC1 amount .••............... .(!) 
175. I fefl I sometimes misu$t medicines I have been given .....•..•..••........•........•...•..... .@ 
176. 1 se:ret!y dream c1 finding an enveiope of money O'l the l1reet ...........•...••.••.••.•......... G) 
177. I prefer the company of peo;>le who drink very linle or not at all ........•..............••...•.•.. (!) 
176. One ol my major goals in life is to ar;tluire enough monel"~ I ell'> be sure of a secure futurt ..•........... .(!) 
179. I frec;ue..,tly find I am jealous when I hear about friends who have made fantastic savings on expensive ite~s 
such 1> ccrs ........................................•..........••.............. .(!) 
180. I belirve there is some tr;;th in the old saying thi!\ you ~n "drown your 110rrows" with a!cohol ........•.... G) 
,El I . ,. f. d b . k' I . . . -~ d ' r:;T\ . l!n)O) te .. •:'l9 my nen s e out tr1c mg a u esma~ mto me~'"ll a go......, eil ..................•...•... ·~ 
182. At times I have so tmjoyed the cleverness of a croo~ tt . .:: I wished he would ge: aw;,y with it ..............• (!) 
183. I freouently use meeicatio"'· ........................................•.............•. .@ 
184. I enjoy movies or no,ies about me~ who "'becl the symm" either by uking valuablel or ~piro~ the authorities .G) 
185. My will-power is strong when it comes to passing up food or drink .............•................. • G) 
18G. I would rotrer have a savin!>' accour.t of over S5.00c· t.,a~ to have cloSt relationships with m)' fnends ........• G) 
187. I worry over money arod business .....................................•..............• • G) 
186. I find it ddiicult to share food or drink with others ................................•.•...... .@ 
189. M;· hea!:h is not goo:!, ar.d I freQuently use me-:licines to kee;c going ............................... G) 
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Construct Va~idity 
190. 
191. 
192. 
193. 
t94. 
195. 
195. 
197. 
198. 
199. 
200. 
201. 
202. 
203. 
TRUE 
I don't -'lioY con~terntions in which the ft>.JIU or mildeeds of othen tre being discussed ••.•.••.•••••••. .(!) 
The phil~ophy of lookint; out for younel! appeals to me ..•....••.•.•.......••..•....•••••. · ..• (!) 
People who get all the breaks need to experience a t.w mort troubles ..•.•......••....••••.•••••.• .(!) 
I sometimes tnjoy conversations in whi~ the fauln or misdHds of others are being discussed ..•.•.•••.•.• .(!) 
h would give me pleuu~< to be 11 1 Plrtv where IOmtOOf mort popular tl\lr. I tm suffered embtrrassment ..... (!) 
I enjoy having friends come ewer for IUpptr or an eveninQ ...•.•••••..•.•..••••••••••..••.••••. • G) 
God's plar. for mankind is rtill the best plen ...•....•..•..••.•••.•.•.•....••.•.••..••••..• • G) 
I aecretly t.el go:xl when I learn that r.omtone I dislike has gonen into trouble .•...•.••.•....•..•.•.• .@ 
I supoort missionariH becaull£ I believe they art doing a MCeSSary job ..•.•.•...•......••••••...... . G) 
Sometimes when others spetk toO highly of an ec:Quaintance, I try to point out his defecu .......•.••.••• . G) 
tl.y friends feEt that I em optimistic ebout lite ............•..•...•••• , .•.•••••••••..••.•... .(!) 
~y;;e~~~~~e-~~~.e~~o.y~~~~ .~.~~ ,' -~~ ~~: ~~ ~ ~e~ ~: ~~-~: ~s.l.~i~~ ~~t~~~~. ~~':i~~ ~~u·t·o~~e.~ ••••... (!) 
The world is full of too many idealistic PollyAnna's; life is hard ......•...•...•..•....•••.•••••.. • G) 
F requentl'· I find that I have eaten so much I just don't feel like doing anything but lying around .•...•....• G) 
204. When I get into a conversation I arr. uncomforu~lf uniH! I get people to talk ebout subjects I know 
t grnt deal ab:>ut ......••.........•.....................•....•.....•...•..•...... G) 
205. 
206. 
:ZC7. 
208. 
209. 
210. 
211. 
212. 
213. 
21l, 
215. 
216. 
217. 
218. 
21P. 
220. 
221. 
222. 
!;~~ li:';:!d ~~- r~c!. ~f.~~ ~~-li~: ~~ ~n~~r~~r~: ~~~ ~~~e~~ ~~e~ .~~ ~~~. f~~.u~s. ~i. ~~~r~ ~.~~e·n·ti·y· ~ .G) 
Provid•ng overnight lodging for my friends or ltven strange" does not bother me ...•....•.......••...•. (D 
I often think, "I wish I -re a child age in" ......•........•.................•...•...•....•. G) 
I do-,'t have problems uyin; no to my own desires ow:r spending time with my flmily .....•••..••. · ....•. (!) 
Peo;:>le who ~k their own seli·interesu be1ore the needs of others probably have inferiority fftlin;s ..•••.•.. (!) 
I thi~k most ~pie ex~g9erate their misfortunes in order to gain the sympathy tnc! help of others ..........• (!) 
Most peopl< will use somewhat unftir meru to gai" profit or advantage rather than to lose it ...•...••...•• G) 
So'M people are juS1 born lucky ............•..........•........•••..•...•.•.•.•......• G) 
I am against giving money to beg<;lers .....•.................•........•..•.......•..•.••. .G) 
People often dis.appoint me ...•.•.....................•.•.•..•...•....•....•.......•• (!) 
I have a good luck piece ............•.......•......•.....•..•....••.•.....•..•..... .@ 
I fine! it hard to make talk when I meEt new peopl£ ................•.•...........•.•..•.....• (!) 
I basicalil' em t se!io~ person .•....•.................••........•...•..•.•....•......• (D 
My motto is "wher> thf going !lf!U tougl':, th£ to~gh get going" ...............•...•......•....... .@ 
I don't believe i~ leniniJ the "grass grow under my feEt" ...•.......•..•.....•.•.•..•.•••.••.•. (j) 
I believe that thongs will tu"" out like the Bible nys .........................................• (i) 
I fee: good when I learn that wmeone I dislike has g:>nen into troublE ............................• (!) 
Ma~ki'>d has never rtall1• undemood God's redemptive pls'1 ttlrough ~us Chri$1 ................•.... .(!) 
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Plac~ the ~r0rinu key over thr np-
pr<1pt·intc f'il'1t' of thf' .;urvf'y hno~.lrt. 
11f' o.ur,., to m.,tch thP J'•l<Jf' nnmh,r,-; at 
top, bnt.t.om, ilnrl alnn'l the column in 
ornc-r to inr,urp prnpf'r ,-;r.orinq. 1\liqn 
the k"Y !;0 th.1t "Ymhnl!': OVf'TJ.ly t.hf' 
T and F ,,n.,wcrs ,,nd thP al iqnm•mt 
number<> ill sr. nvnr 1.1y f'ilt:h nthrr. 
Count the T'!: .1n1l r'!' appearino in-
side the first c;ymbol on tni'lt r•aqe. 
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Count only nne symhol at a time, 
F.ntror this numbr!r:- in the sr:orc 
cn.l umn, and r"'P""t tid s procror!urc 
fnr thf' nrxt tr.1it ,1nrl symbol on 
t.h.lt pi'IQC. 
ThP procedure for ali<1ning the 
<>corin'l kroy (paragraph one) is 
r<'pr>at.Nl on e.1ch con-,ecut i ve page. 
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Scoring Criterial for SLQl Scales 
Scales True False 
Upright (U) 11, 19, 29 1, 7, 8, 18, 26, 27 
Good Reputation (GR} 2, 22, 34 9, 10, 17, 21, 30 
Above Reproach (AR) 4, 3, 12, 16, 20, 24, 
25, 28 
Flespectable (R) 6, 14, 31 5, 13, 15, 23, 32, 
33 
Desire to be Overseer 37, 45, 48, 51, 41, '3, 55 
(0) 53, 57, 65 
Able to Teach (AT) 47, se, 56, 62, 39, 44, 52, 6ll, 
63 64 
Terr. per ate (T) 66, 841 91 I 97 671 70, 721 7 51 79 
ec, 82, BE:, 881 921 
941 95 
Prudence (P) 66, 69, 71 r 83, 7 31 76, 77, 78, 811 
85 871 891 9e, 931 961 
981 99 
Able to Manage Family H'l I 124 1e3 1 1041 107, HlB I 
(F) 111"1 112 I ll4, 116, 
1181 1201 1221 1251 
1271 129 
Husband of One Wife H21 1191 123, 1001 11! 5, 11!61 109, 
(Hi'.') 128, 131 111, 113 I 115, 117, 
121, 1261 130 
Genti1e/Uncontentious 136 134, 1351 139, }42 I 
(Gt) 145, 1501 151, 1561 
1571 1591 161 I 1631 
165 
(I! Not Quick Tempered ( QT) lOr 162 1321 1371 l4e', H31 
(table continues) 
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Scales True False 
148, 153, 154, 1se, 
16e, 1£( 
Self-control (SC) 133, 138, 144 I Hl, 146, 152 
149, 155 
~ot Addicted to Wine 177, 185 167' 170, 171, 173' (NA) l/5 I lBtl, 183, 18&, 
189 
Greed (Gd) 174 166, l6B, H9, 172, 
1761 178, 179, 181, 
182, 1841 166, 187 
Love of God ( LG) 1961 20e, 220, 1911 19 3 I 197, 21?·2' 
222 21'7, 211, 212, 215, 
221 
Not self-•,dlled (SW) 19e, 2es, 2tl9 19(, 199, 2(!(, 2C5, 
217, 218, 219 
Hospitl!llity (lip) 195, 198, 206, 192, 21'1, 21?3, 210, 
213, 214, 216 
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Name ------------------------------- '------
SPIRITUAL 1~LL-Btl!\G SCALE 
For each of the follo~ing state~ents circle the choice that best indicates the extent of 
your agreenent or disagreement as it describes your personal experience: 
D "' Disagree SA • Stror.gly AgreE 
Y.A "' Mwderately Agree 
A • Agree 
t::D ,. l!oderately Disat:ree 
SD • Strongly Disagree 
1. I don't find much satiofaction in private prayer ~ith God. 
2. 1 don't kno'l." vhc I am, vhere I came from, or where 1 arr. going. 
3. I believe that God loves me and cares about me. 
4. I feel that life is a positive experience. 
5. I believe that God is impersonal and net interested in my 
daily situations. 
6. I feel unsettled about oy future. 
7. I have a personally meaningful relationship with God. 
B. l feel very fulfilled and satisfied with life. 
9. I don't get·much personal strength and support fron tty God. 
10. 1 feel a sense of vell-being about the direction ~y life is 
headed in. 
11. l believe that God is con:erned about my problems. 
12. l don't enjoy much about life. 
13. I don't have a personally satisfyin£ relationship witt God. 
14. l feel geed about rry future. 
15. My relationship with Go~ helps me not to feel lonely. 
16. I feel that life is full of conflict and unhappiness. 
17. I feel most fulfilled \.'~en I'rr. in close co=u."'ior. "1.-ith Ge>d. 
lE. Life doesn't have rr.uch m~aning. 
19. ~y relation with God contributes to my sensE of WEll-being. 
20. 1 bElieve there is some real purpose for c~ life. 
, Raymond F. P.s loutzain snc Cra i!; w. Ell is on. Used by pe:-mission. 
SA MA A D MD SD 
SA MP. A D MD SD 
SA MA /-. D liD SD 
SA ~lA A D M;:i SD 
Sf. Y.:.A A D KD SD 
SA Y.A A D !-ID SD 
SA K.; A D HD SD 
SA HA A D l-ID SD 
SA MA A D MD SD 
SA:!-'...!.. AD MD SD 
SA 1-'Jo. A D MD SD 
SA }IJ...-\ A D l::l SD 
SA W.ADMD SD 
SP. K.l, A D Y.D SD 
SAW. AD MD SD 
sr.. YJ._ A D ~:D SD 
SA M.~ . . D tli• SD t'. 
SA l11. J.. D ~f:"} SD 
SA ... A D l::J S" ... -. 
" 
SA HJ. A D ~~ SD 
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Kame ------------------------------ Code '--------
PILIGIOUS ORIESTATIO~ SCALE 
For each of the follo~ing statements circle the letter of the choice ~hich best 
describes your personal experience. ------
l. Vnat religicn offers most is comfort when sorrow and u.isfortune st :-ike. 
a. I definitely disagree 
b. I tend to disagree 
c. I tend to agree 
d. I definitely agree 
2. I try hard to carry my religion over into all my other dealings in life. 
a. I definitely disagree 
b. I tend tC' disagreE 
c. I tend to agree 
d. 1 defin::tely agree 
3. Religion helps to keep try life balanced and steady in exactly the same way 
as my citizenship, friendships, and other memberships do. 
a. 1 definitely agree 
b. I tend to agree 
c. I tend to disag~ee 
d. I definitely disagre~ 
4. One reason for my being a church meu,be:r is that such membership helps tc establish 
a pe:rson in the comreunity. 
a. DEfinitely not true 
b. Tends not to be true 
c. Tends to be true 
d. Definitely true 
5. The purpose of prayer is to secure a happy and peaceful life. 
a. I definitely disagree 
b. 1 tend tc disagree 
c. I te~d to agre£ 
d. I definitely agree 
6. It doesn't matter so much what 1 believe as long as I lead a moral life. 
a. I de:ini tel:; disagrH 
b. J te:-~~ to disagre~ 
c. :;_ te~j t.C ag:-ee 
d. I definitely agree 
Construct Validity 
ROS page 2 
7. Quite often 1 have been aware of the presence of God or of the Divine Being. 
s. Definitely not true 
b. Tends not to be true 
c. Tends to be true 
d. Definitely true 
B. ~y religious beliefs are what really lie behind ~y whole approach to life. 
s. This is definitely not so 
b. Probably not so 
c. Probably so 
d. Definitely so 
9. The prayers I say when I am alone carry as much meaning and personal emotion 
as those said by me during services. 
a. Aln:ost never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Us\Jdly 
d. A11tost ah•ays 
164 
10. Althou£h I a~. a religious person, I refuse to let religious considerations influence 
my everyday affairs. 
a. Definitely not true for me 
b. Tend~ not to be true 
c. Tends to be true 
d. Clearly true in my case 
11. The church is most important as a place to formulate good social relationships. 
a. I definitely disagree 
b. I tend tc disagree 
c. I tend to agree 
d. I defir.itely agree 
ll. Alth::-ugh ! believe in my religion, I feel there are many mon important things in life. 
a. I definitely disagree 
b. I ten~ to disagree 
c. I tenc to agree 
d. 1 definitely agree 
13. If not prevented by unavoidable circumstances, 1 attend church: 
a. ~o~e than o~ce a week 
b. ab~ut o~ce a week 
c. two or three times a month 
d. less th&n once a month 
IG. lf I were to JOln a church group, 1 would prefer to join (1) a Eible study group, or 
(2) a social fellowship. 
Construct Validity 
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a. 1 ~ould prefer to join (1) 
b. 1 probably ~ould prefer (1) 
c. 1 probably ~ould prefer (2) 
d. 1 ~ould prefer to join (2) 
15. I pray chiefly because I have been taught to pray. 
a. Definitely true of ~e 
b. 1ends to be true of me 
c. Tends not to be true 
d. Definitely net true of me 
16. Religion is especially important to me because it answers ~ny questions about 
the meaning cf life. 
a. Definitely disagree 
b. Tend to disagree 
c. Tend to agree 
d. Definitely agree 
17. A primary reason fer roy interest in religion is that my church is e. congenial 
social activity. 
a. Definitely not true of me 
b. Tends not to be true 
c. Tends to be true 
d. Definitely true of me 
18. 1 read literature about my faith (or church): 
a. Frequently 
b. Occasionally 
c. Rarely 
c. Never 
19. Occasionally I f inc it necessary to cm::promise my religious beliefs in order to 
protect my social and eco:1or:ic ~ell-being. 
a. Definitely disagree 
t. lend to disagree 
c. Tend to agree 
d. Definitely agree 
20. It is i~p0rtant to me to spend periods of time in private religious thought 
and meditation. 
a. Frequently true 
b. Occasionally true 
c. Rarely true 
d. Nt'\'et tru~:c 
21. The primary purpose of prayer is to gain relief and protection. 
a. J definitely agree 
b. l tend to agree: 
c. 1 tend to disaf_ree 
d. 1 definitely disagree 
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Interpersonal Behavior Survey (IBS) 
W-165A 
Administration Booklet 
Paul A. Mauger, Ph.D., David R Ad~inson. MA, Suzanne K. Zos:-, Ph.D., 
Gregory Firestone, PhD. and J. David Hook. M.A. 
Pubt.shec by 
WESTER~< I'HCHOi.OCIC.AlSU.VIW 
,..J6!..t5"1tRS ~·..;o o:sTR.tf!uior.s 
1JI::'!"', Wlt • .S'-ii~E .O:..JlfVARO 
Lrn. A"-C£i.t~ (.A~ 1r05....,i._ .X~S 
A DIVISION OF M&.-.;SON WESTERt-.: CORF0~'\1101'-< 
DIRECTJO!'\S: Fill in tht idormation requested on the 
answn sheet. then read each of the followin6 items carefully 
and decide how well it describeE you. There are 1'\0 right 
or \..,·rong answers. If you fee! that the item describes you 
fairly well or is correct most of the time, fill in the circle 
marked T on your answer sheet. If you feel th2t the item 
description is \'ery much unlike yourself or is wrong most 
of the time, fill in the circle marked F. 
In recordinf: your answers on the answer sheet. be 
sure that thr number of the statement agrees with the nur.1ber 
on thr answe~ sheet. l\1ake your mark.s hea\'y and black. 
Erase completely ar,y answer you wish to change. Make 
only one response to each statement. Do not make any 
marks on this bool...let. 
Coryr~~rl e 1950 by WESTER~; PSYCHOLOCJC.a.L SER\"ICES 
No I 10 bt noproductd Jn n·hplt or In piP' I W11hOL11 WT!tltr r--rmiUIOn or Western Pl)'Chotopical Servictt 
AI! 11~hh re>crv•d l Z 3 4 56 7 e 9 Pnn••d in U.S.A. 
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DO NOT MAKE ANY MARKS ON THIS BOOKLtT 
PART I 
1. laey what I want to 1ay in most situations. 
2. When I plal' in 8 11ame, J really don't care 
whether I win or lose. 
3. Much of the time I am too easily influenced 
by my friends. 
4. I rarely lose m~· temper. 
5. Sometimes I decide to finish 8 task tomorrow, 
even "hen I know 1 should probably do 
it today. 
6. I give up too easily when othe~ say I can't 
IUCCeed. 
7. It is very important to mP to be ablE to speak 
my mind. 
8. It is never all right to harm someone else. 
9. I freque:'ltly interrupt people who bore me by 
talking too much. 
10. Sometimes gettin!! into trouble is worth it 
becausE it upsets my family so much. 
11. Sometimes I blame others when things go 
wrong 
12. Thnt e~f times when would enjoy making 
&omeunE I dislike look foolish in front of others. 
13. I usually do not speak until spoken to by 
others. 
1':. I t~y not to give ptoplt a hard time. 
15 I dc:.'t believe I have a right to f!el bad. at 
a membrr of my family who treats me unfairly. 
Hi. I probably woOJid sneak in!o a movie theater 
if I knew I would not be cau~ht. 
li. I would speak out in a meeting to oppose 
thnSf ,,·ho 1 fee! ere wrong. 
18 I r.pver deliberate!~ hurt ar.o!her person's 
fee!inf:~. 
19. I ge: mad easily. 
20. If a Hend was unable tu keep a p~omisr tc 
do some:hmg. I would probably be understimd· 
in~ rather than angry. 
21. I gel embarrassed easily. 
22. Sometimes I fe~l lih &wearing. 
23. J am quicl. to give my opinions in class dis-
cussior:s. 
24. Sometimes I take my an~er out on my friends. 
25. Because I hide m}' true feelings from others, 
most people don't know when the)' have 
hurt me. 
26. I often avoid members of the opposite sex 
because I fear doing or sayinB the wrong thin~. 
27. Some people think J have a violent temper. 
28. I ma~e sure that people know where I stand 
on an issue. 
29. I don't try to ~et even when another person 
does something agains: me. 
30. I enjoy making people angry. 
31. There are times when I am not completely 
honest with people about my true feelings. 
32. Then are t1me~ when I would enjoy hurting 
people I love 
33. I have questioned public speakers on occasion. 
34. I often worry tha! others will not approve of 
my conduct. 
35. I often become angered and upset by members 
of my famil~ for no good reason. 
36. I ne\'er make fun of people who do things 
feel are stupid. 
37. I don't lih to hurt other people's feelings. 
even when I have been hurt. 
3E. Sometimes !get ang~y. 
PART IJ 
39. I rar~)~ critiCIU othec people. 
40. I find it diff1cult to compliment or praisE others. 
41. I resent hsvin~ members of my family give me 
orders. 
GO 0~ TO THE NE:XI PAGE: 
42. When I am praised for doing aomething better 
than othen. I feel uncomfortable. 
43. I don't worr1· about what other~ think of me. 
44. I sometimes fee! that my opinion is not very 
important. 
45. I tend to help many of my friends makt de-
cisions. 
4b. When I lee 1 person doing e bad job on tome-
thing. I usuallj· apeak right up and let him 
or her know it. 
47. I seldom arpue with others. 
48 I am not sure that I could be a good leader. 
49. I feel that I am good et handling group dis-
cussions. 
50. I usually tell people off whe!'l they disagree 
with me. 
51. I dislike watching violent T\' shows. 
52. I have at times embarrassed a friend just to 
get his or her reaction. 
53. Some!imes you can't help hurting others to 
ge: ahead. 
54. At limes I have hit my girlfriend (wife} or 
b:Jyfriend (husband) durinf an argument. 
55. I have mede fun of e teacher or boss who I 
thought wes stupid. 
56. I enjoy !living orders and being the boss. 
57. I don't like to speal< to people with authority, 
&uch as teachers. police off1cers, or bosses. 
5e. When a clost and respected relative annoys 
me, I usually hide my true ftelmgs. 
59. I a:n rega~ded by others as a good leader. 
60. When arguing with my l!!irl!riend !wife) or bov-
fnend !husbend). I nenr gi.,.e in until I ha\:e 
won. 
61. I would not hit back if a friend hi! me first. 
62 I find it easy to express my lcve and affection 
to others. 
63. I would enjoy making 8 fool of e teacher or 
boss who had previous!} cut me down in front 
of other people. 
2 
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64. 1 don't like to win when I have to hurt pt'Ople 
in order lo do it. 
65. lam likely to I!!O along with what other& went 
to do. 
66. 1 dor.'t like to see anyone punished. 
67. When 8 friend doe5 something that hurts me 
deeply. 1 ""ould rather get ever. than let him 
or her know of my deeil hurt. 
6B. I have aeldom taken the lead in Otl!!anizing 
projects. 
69. I often apologize for myself. 
70. A person who sa~·s something stupid deserves 
to be put down. 
71. I take care of my own need~ end don't worry 
much about others. 
72. I frequently pretend not to notice people I 
know ur.less they speak to me first. 
73. Ji after lea,·ing a store 1 discovered that I had 
bffr. shor:changed. I would go back end ask for 
the rest of my changt. 
74. I need to learn to stop Jelling people push me 
around. 
75. In most situations I would rather listen than 
talk. 
i6. I usually say something to a person who I 
fee! has been unfair. 
7i. I feel that in life you push or you are shoved. 
78. I would have a hard time telling someone 
tha: I no longer wish to date him or her. 
79. I often allr•w people to pu~h me around. 
80. If I ha:l a bro!her or sister who did poorly 
in uhocl. I would mah sure that he or she 
kne1,· that l Yo a~ smarter. 
61. I thir.k :ha: you can get ahead in tht world 
witho~t hanng tc sleiJ on others. 
82 I St'err: tc. ]o;e a Jot of arguments. 
83. There ar£> times when force is necessar} to 
l!tt th:ngs donr. 
84. If I like a teacher s! school or a supervisor at 
work. I usua!ly tell him or her. 
GO 01\ TO THE NEXT PAGE 
65. I find it difficult to uy ~no~ to a nl~speuon. 
86. When pl2ying 8 team sport, such as basket bell. 
I feel that it is okay to take out my anger physi· 
cally on my opponents. 
67. I tend to follow the &uggestions of others when 
I am wi:h a groupo! people. 
8B If I were intrrrupted in the middl~ of en im· 
port ant conversation, I would ask tht person to 
wait until! had finished. 
89. I find it dtf!icul! to 5land up for my rights. 
90. I wo~;:::f not return a dde;.i!ve item for fEar 
the store manager would c.laim I brokt it. 
Pl. I ju!<t dr:r.'t know w~.: t to 62\' when &omeone 
says somethinf: nice ID rm. 
s:: I a:n afraid to rEfuse to dr- l~vors for friends 
for fear that the)· will no~ h~.r me. 
93. I would be afraid of being in a fisl fit;!-11. 
94. Rather than ask for 8 favcr. I will do without. 
95. I would not c;uestion a salesperson about the 
price of an article. even if it ~~emed tl•O high. 
96. I would statt what I think i~ n~h;. e\'tn if 
r;omf'one I respect h;;d just s~ici something 
dtflerenl. 
9i. I enjo} being involvrd in e gc•od ergumenL 
!Hl II i~ not right to hurt others even if they hurt 
yot: firs!. 
99. Sometimes I fefl embarrassed wher; I recei\'e 
prciSt. tnn lh:lugh I han earned it. 
100 l often ima11ine myself beating or killing a 
person or an anima!. 
101. I can usually com·ince otherb that my ideas 
are righ I. 
10~. ll•nc! i: hard tr• nprfs£ m:: tru~ fe£lin~~ when 
I a:71 fonc of a mPmbcr of thr opposilt se>.. 
10:,. Ev~n if I 1\'('Te YPry an;~\ with somf'one. 
would not mckr fun of hirr. o~ her. 
1[•4. I would hesitatr to re:urn fouc in a restaurant, 
P\ rn if it wcrr burnt. 
105. Enn if someone is unfair, I usually don't say 
anythin~ to that penon. 
3 
Construct Validity 
lOG. There ere times when I ~~~·ould like to pld 
list hFhts. 
107. I usually agree readily with the opinions of 
other:.. 
108. If someonf were annoying me during a movie, 
I wvuld ast. thai person to stop. 
109. Sometimes I mah fun of people who look very 
ddferent from me. 
110. If my family is misinformed on e subject, 1 
trJ to inform them of the facts. 
111. I would hnd it difficult to ask peoplt for money 
or donations. even fN a cauSf l believe in 
&trongly. 
112. If I were unfairly criticized by a friend, I would 
quicklJ express my feelings. 
113. \\'her, somf'one gi\'es me a present, I become 
embarrassed and uneas). 
1H. I h~p quiet when people ar£ unreasonable. 
115. I fir,d it difiic.ult to ask a friend for a favor. 
116 People often take advantage of m£. 
11i. Sc•me!imes I say nasty thinp ·when people 
don't understand what I am trym,£ to do. 
118 I will give in on en issue just to avoid trouble. 
ev£n though I know I am r;ght. 
119 I ~eldom disagref with other~. 
120. I dislike reducing m~· girlfriend (wife) or boy· 
frien::! (husbandj to tears 
121. I have a hard time 5ayin~ "no·· to friends' 
reques Is. 
122 SomtlimeF when 1 am depressed. l get upset 
with my friends. 
123. Sor..etimPs l lo~e an ergumen• becEuse I am 
a!raic' of ht:rling tht other perwr.'s feelings. 
12~. GenPrc!!~. I don't disa~reE wi:h mPmi:>ers of 
m:: lamil~ becausP I d::.r,'t want to hurl their 
fee;ings. 
125 I rare!) tease other5. 
12& I find it hard to ask members of my family 
to do f•n·on for mr. 
GO or.: TO THE ,.;n,.,. PAGE 
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1:Z7. J ::io my but to prevent my frirndr from taking 
unfair ed~·antage c.f me. 
128. When I em an;;:ry with memLer~ of my family. 
llet them know it. 
l.Z9. I us~;a])y slid. up for my opinion in a farr.ily 
argume:ll. 
131) I wonld nc•t as~ r .·el' a go0d hiend tc lend me 
r:.1on~y. 
13:. I! a iner.d r:·i mi:1c dL:r.a!:~d s:>me of !T'y i:>est 
records. i wou;cl ask bi:r, or her to repla~e thtm. 
13::. I try to m<.ke sure tha: peo;::.lt do Dol lake 
&d-.an: age of me. 
133. I wculd remind e frie:-:d who forgot to pay back 
money he or sh~ had borrowed from mt. 
PAFT lll 
134. Rules art seldom unfair. 
135 I de> nat call people names wh~n I get upset 
v;ilh th;or.-.. 
136. People sH mf iiS bting scrnewr.at 5hy. 
137. l prefe~ tog:> alonr witr. what a person says 
ra:he: thar. ha\'e him or her get angry e:.:l 
lea-.·e mt. 
13E Lols of people aeem to feel they have a ri~ht 
to ttl: me whal to do. 
139 \\'hen I am anFY with a member of my family, 
1 usu21l) do not show it. 
140. I a!most always ~e\ ;; job done on tirr.r. 
141. I ge: nry irritated when people r;J:;h me 
142. Rathe: !ban hurl anoth!:r person to get what 
I wan:. I wili do wi:huut. 
H3 I arr. c.n OL!tgoing persor.. 
144. When I am depressed. I wan! my friends or 
far..ily IL· spend lets of timt chee~ing me u;>. 
H~·· Pe~p!e jus: c ,:-'t ~~em t<:- bf ur;t:)er~<anci:J~ 
v;hc:1 it ~~ r:·~ce!'~a:-~· f\..~r JTI~ a, :!;:lc.y L:1·~i:in~ 
some:i:lng. 
14€. I a:n afraid o!h~~s wil~ th;r.k I am insincerr 
whc~ I praise ar.other pers;Jn, a: though I really 
lr.Eafl !I. 
14i. At times I s;>reac gossip to gf't back at peDpie. 
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lU. I will trx ~tlmost anything without wor11·in~ 
about whe:he1 1 mig~t fail. 
149 Part of ~int; a pood leadtr is being stro:-,~ 
ennu12t to physically force people to do things 
when necessary. 
150. 1 am uEua~ly happier wher I err. alone. 
151. J u~ur..Jlv fetl inHcure unlt~~ I am near tome-
or.t on ~·hose su;>pcrt I :..an dq:H.c!. 
1.5~ IF~! aH !!1~ sympathy I neeci. 
153. Wilen I cannot flilc whc.t I am looking for in 
6 ,tore, I wil! ask the salesperson for heip. 
15~. i'eo;>le often du not unde:-stand that I can't d;J 
whet they expect when Jam net fee:ing well. 
155. I almosl always le! the other pe~son end a cor.· 
versi:ti:Jn. 
156. While I am an~ry I cfttn &ay things to friends 
that J really do no: mtar •. 
157. I am a member of several grc,up~ or o:ga:li· 
zat i:Jr:s. 
158 1 often wish 1~.at I wrre e chile o:1ce again. 
159. PeoplE expect me to ccr.;pl~!e things by myself 
lhal I really canno: h;;ndle 
1130. I rarely give in to people who makE cnfair 
requests of me. 
161. h is foolish tc waste your limP tryin~? to help 
PN•plr who are too sh.:pid or weak to do thing$ 
en thei• own. 
162. I am always cooperati-.·e with people e\'en 
when thy are pushy. 
163. I am \'ery patient wi:h olhe:s 
164. J 5ome: imes hBvt to fl~r.t against 11howing I 
am shy. 
165. I like rr.y friends to show me ii great deal of 
aHecti~n. 
167'. I ha,·e a• !lme; hurt sor.eone's fPehngs without 
meanin~ t:~ do Se>. 
161i. Sometimrs when people push me to hurry. I 
JUSt tal..t lon~e; to sho,, them I will not bf 
rushed. 
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
169. Then are times when J really v.·i.sh my family 
y,·ould leave me alone. 
170. Thf most effective form of punishment is 
physir.al punishment. 
171. 1 find it ea~y to talk to new people 1 mert. 
172. 1 am frequently afraid that I will lose the sup· 
port of the people I need. 
17:3. I do no! get enou~h praise fror:1 others ebou: 
bow well J heve done. 
17-'. It is frequently difficult for me to let others 
l..now I am angry. 
175. I heve 11 hot temper. 
l?6. Most people will not cheat to get 11head. 
177. I get 11 great deal of enjoyment from helping 
others. 
178 1 teh longer than must people to warm up 
to others. 
179. What others think about me h very importar.t. 
180 O;hers Hldom have to remind me to finish 
thinr> l have 5tarted. 
1131. lt iE foolish to gr< without something just 
be~ause yo;; wol!ld have tCJ as}.. to get il. 
182. J £eldom hole grudges. 
1E3 lt s~ems the pe:.ple J love mo~\ a:e the hardest 
to get along wii h. 
184. Violen:e i~ wrong only if rou ere the one to 
st~il-.e tht firs• blow. 
185. I like I r> bf in £ocial situations in which I can 
mt:et nev: peoplE and rnal.e new friend.!. 
186. It i5 very pa:nful when family member~ dis-
appron of me. 
16~. When e.5~ed tc. explain my ec1iom l&ometimes 
glt 5C' cn~ry I just will nQt say enything 
1BE.. When r.-y fnfnd~ try tc· makf me dCl !>Omf-
tl-.:r.~ l do n:>t w&nt \Q do, I &eldc~r. refu5c. 
189 \'.'her I err. anFy I rarely £hout at peoj'lt. 
19CJ. \'.'hen I ge: ;w~hrc too far. I let rr:~· an~er show. 
191. l ne\'er break or throw things whtn 1 am angry. 
192. J have or.ly a few friends. 
5 
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193. I m.e having aomeone take care of me. 
HK I can't help but feel othen are luckier than J. 
195. If 5omeone esJ..~ mE to do 1omething 1 do not 
want to do, sometimes 1 uy •yes~ and ther. 
do not do it. 
-196 I wisr. people would make more of an effon 
to treat me fairly. 
197. T&king orden from others does not bother me. 
198. People who will not take responsibilitr for 
themselves ahould be ~nored rather than 
helpd 
199. It is easy for me to think of things to asy when 
in a group of people. 
200. I strongly rely upon my friends end family. 
201. I generally follow through with things I start. 
202. It is easier for mf to do without 5omething 
than to borrow it. 
203. I woulc rather avoid a Ghowdown with people 
I am close tc than ris~ losing theh love end 
support 
20.;. People in euthcrity usually know as much as 
they think th£') du. 
:o~. It is bare to contro! my enger when I become 
upset. 
20G. I ofter. fed uneasy when I have to socialize 
wit!-: a lerge grc.up o~ people. 
20i. l de most o! rny decision making with someone 
else. 
2G5 O:he~ p~~plt expect too muth of me. 
209. I get quiet when I em angry. 
~10 Few pecple ere too pushy. 
211. I t•y to tel: my family ho"' 1 really feel even 
thuuF~ tht} rna! think th;;: I em c:ritici:z:ing 
the!'Tl. 
21~. I stiLt: up for others whc en tre;;tec unfair!). 
213 I enjoy !]O:ng pla~es or doing thingt to be ebl( 
to meet new people. 
214. I do not lih to be by myself for very long. 
215. More peoplt ought to recognize my contribu-
tiom. 
GO 01\ TO THE NI:>."T PAGE 
216. lt is mort important to speak mr mind than 
to be popular. 
21 i. When I ~et really mad &ometimes frij;!hten 
peoplt with what I do. 
216. I try to spend as much time as possible with 
my family. 
21!!. I can usual!y out-yell others in a hot argument. 
220. I avoid attending pnrties or social gatherings. 
221. I often pass up doing something I wam to do 
when others feel that it isn't worth doing. 
When pu5hed to do se>mething I don't want to do. 
!sometimes do it in 11 w2y that ma!..es the other 
person wish he or the had not asked me. 
223. I frequenl !y asJ.. people for adl'ice. 
224. I hold grudges againsl certain people who 
ha"e hurt me. 
225. I would not fee: helpless if my girlfriend (wife) 
o; boyfriend (husband) stopped caring about 
m~. 
226 It is wrong to put your own needs ahead of the 
ner::s of othen. 
z:7. I wculc be (10od at a job tha! required mf to 
mH~ people all ciay long. 
2.26 I ha1 r a herd time m;,~.ing up my mind about 
whne to go or whot mo,·ie to see when my 
friPnds ha\·r not yet said whal they tl-.inJ.. we 
s!-:~u:d do. 
229 J iinc it ea<y tCl forgi1·e others whe:". they 
ha' e hurt T:ie. 
230. I rarel,· worry tr.at my friends will disa?prove 
of something I ha1 e saic or done. 
23;. I hal'e had one or more automcb,le acculent5. 
232 Fe" prop:e tr::- to gain syrnpa•hy anc he!p 
frvrr. others by exagf'era:in~ th"ir misfonunes. 
233 I se:d:Jm lose con:rol when J fetl an~ry. 
23.;. L:sua:!y. J prefer spcr.din~ rr.y leisur< timE 
alc.r.e rather than,., i·.h other rrople. 
235. I am often afraid that I wil! say 5omethin~ 
that \\':ll offend others. 
2.36 I often ff·el picked on. 
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237. I have a hard time directly expreuins ID}' 
anger. 
236 If 5omeone forces me to do aomething against 
rr.:, will. I will u'uall)· find a WI)' to get beck at 
tha: prrson I at er. 
239. People think I am stubborn. 
240. I sometimes use my physical &trength to Fe! 
people to do what I wan1. 
2.;1. I often dre;;d going intc a room by m}'Self 
when others are already gathered and talldng 
242. If it weren't for prople who are special to me. 
I would feei completely lost. 
243. At times "·hen mv boss or teacher demands 
1 finish sornethinF quickly. I take my tim~ tole< 
!herr. know they cannot push me around. 
244. 1 would rather just ignore someone than arguE 
wi: h hirr. or her. 
245. It ta~es "lot to get me anf:ry. 
246. I am rarely disturb~d \'.'her. a lo"ed one does 
nc.t arri\'e when expec.ted. 
24 7. Sorr.~time~ when I lose my tern per I gel physi-
cal WII h others. 
248. I find it very enjoyable to spend an e\·ening at 
e scLial 11athenng w1th a lot ol my friends. 
24:,. Scmi'times I 2m described as being too df-
pender.l. 
20>0. Peopk seem to exrec! tnt to work hard on 
things that are borinF to mf. 
251. M~ ftrs! reaction whe!': I a;;; in \rouble is to loa~ 
for help fro~ somcane. 
252. Pecplt c:ten seem tr• gr-t angr~ at me for nu 
f;t•od reason 
253. I ne1·er sulk. 
25.; Whe:c I am angry. othe~ pH·ple an sure to 
knC'II !t. 
255. I arn morr of a loner than most people. 
25f, I• is importar. ~ for me to havE- friends when I am 
laced with fall .. re 
257. I tend fc, be the one ir. a group who is pickt>d on. 
GO ON TO THE NE:\1 PAGE 
258. When J am angry I Bel very quiet and y.•iiJ 
not uy anything. 
259. People y.·ould be very surpriaed if I raised my 
voice in an argument. 
260. When I am mistreated I don't let it bother me. 
261. J participate in a lot of social activities. 
26Z. 1 try to follow customs ar.d to avoid doing 
things that my friends or family may consider 
• unco:wentional or unusual. 
263. Mcst peopl~ in authority try to treat the people 
under them fairly. 
2&4. his not wise to disagree with a boss or teacher. 
even if they are ·wrong. 
265. It bothers me that J am in m2ny ways still 
dependent on my fam:Jy. 
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266. 1 don't reall)· have fun at large 1ociab or 
partiu. 
267. J am never happier than when other' assure 
me that they like what I 1m doing 
268. 1 dislike large 5ocial gatherings such as parties, 
weddings, or family reunions. 
269. There ere very few thing~ I would not do if 
mj· best friend asker:! me. 
270. Some1imes 1 han to p~:t forth a great deal of 
effort in order to be &ociable. 
271. My farr.ily alway£ wants to tell me .what 
should do. 
272.. At parties or social gatherings I usually &it 
by myself or talk wilh jus! one or two other 
pe()p]e rather than join in with the crowd. 
END 
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One-way ANOVA of 3 Sample Groups for the SLQI 
Variables F Ratio F Probability 
u 0. 778 .463 
GR 0.585 .559 
AR 2.964 .057 
R 0.851 .430 
0 0.430 .652 
Hy 1. 734 .183 
AT 0.076 .927 
T 0.301 • 741 
p 0.090 .914 
F 0.676 .511 
HW 0.559 .574 
Gt 3. 936 .023* 
QT 0.553 .577 
sc 2.152 .122 
NA 0.548 .580 
Gd 0.185 .832 
LG 1.895 .156 
SW 0.986 .377 
HP 1.664 .195 
Notes. F (2,87). *=£ ~ .05. 
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One-way ANOVA of 3 Sample Groups for SWB and ROS 
Variables 
SWB 
RWB 
EWB 
ROS 
E 
I 
F Ratio 
0.491 
0.138 
1.607 
0.557 
1.369 
0. 727 
Notes. F (2,87). *=£ .s_ .05. 
F Probability 
.614 
.872 
.206 
.5 75 
.260 
.486 
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One-way ANOVA for 3 Sample Groups for the IBS 
Variables F Ratio F Probability 
DE 2.335 .010 
IF 2.582 .081 
IM 1.968 .146 
GGR 1.696 .189 
HS 2.591 .081 
EA 0.183 .833 
DR 0. 787 .458 
VE 2.145 .123 
PH 2.265 .110 
PA 0.391 .678 
SGR 1.550 .218 
sc 0.338 • 714 
IA 2.390 .09 8 
DA 1.545 .219 
FR 0.283 • 754 
PR 0.215 .807 
RE 0.351 • 705 
RF 0.334 .717 
(table continues) 
CA 
DP 
SH 
1.192 
1.069 
0.217 
Notes. F (2,87). *£ ~ .05. 
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.308 
.350 
.806 
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One-way ANOVA of the 3 Sample Groups for the MMPl 
variable F Ratio F Probability 
? 1.175 .314 
L 1.215 .302 
F 0.162 .850 
K 1.027 .362 
1 0.027 .9 73 
2 5. 748 .005* 
3 0.634 .533 
4 o. 793 .456 
5 0.163 .850 
6 0.650 .525 
7 0.141 .869 
8 0.004 .996 
9 0.562 .5 72 
0 1.992 .143 
Notes. F (2,87). *E ~ • 0 5. 
APPENDIX D 
DATA 
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APPENDIX E 
DEFINITION OF TERMS 
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Definitions of Terms 
1. Evangelical--refers to that element of the Christian 
faith which holds at minimum to the doctrines of: 
(1) the Diety of Jesus Christ (2) substitutionary 
atonement (3) virgin birth (4) salvation by grace 
through faith (5) the authority of Scripture. Due to 
the nature of the present study, the final component 
(Biblical authority) is particularly germane to the 
present study. 
2. Extrinsic Religiosity--an attitude that views God or 
religion as a means to one's own end. Individuals 
with this orientation tend to use religion to provide 
security or social status. Primary needs govern the 
role of religion (Allport and Ross, 1967). Extrinsic 
Religiosity will be measured by the E subscale of the 
ROS. 
3. Intrinsic Religiosity--an attitude which places God 
or religion as a primary motivation. Other needs are 
regarded as less significant and are, if possible, 
brought into harmony with religious beliefs and 
prescriptions (Allport and Ross, 1967). For the 
purposes of this study, Intrinsic Religiosity will be 
measured by the I subscale of the ROS. 
4. Extential Well-Being--an attitude involving a sense 
Construct Validity 
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of meaning and purpose in 1 ife apart from any 
particular religious element (no reference to God). 
Existential Well-Being is measured by the EWB 
subscale of the SWB. 
5. Religious Well-Being--an attitude in life which 
places priority on one's relationship with God and 
His active influence upon one's life. Religious 
Well-Being is measured by the RWB subscale of the 
SWB. 
6. Spiritual Well-Being--an attitude which views life by 
one's relationship with God and self. Spiritual 
Well-Being is measured by combining the scores of the 
EWB and RWB subscales of the SWB. 
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